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Abstract 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(MTA), in cooperation with the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR), have completed a Final Environ
mental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the East Side Access Project. The project is proposed to 
improve access to Manhattan's East Side for commuters in the: Long Island Transportation 
Corridor (LITC), which consists of Manhattan, Queens, and Brooklyn in New York City and 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties on Long Island. The proposed action would bring LIRR trains 
from Long Island and Queens through the existing 63rd Street Tunnel into a new LIRR terminal 
at Grand Central Terminal. New tunnel construction in Queens would connect the LIRR Main 
Line and Port Washington tracks south of Sunnyside Yard to the lower level of the existing 63rd 
Street Tunnel under 41st A venue. In Manhattan, the tunnel alignment would curve southward 
from the existing tunnel at 63rd Street and Second A venue to Park A venue, where it would 
continue beneath existing Metro-North tunnels to Grand Central Terminal. The proposed 
transportation improvements would expand seating capacity on the: LIRR system and reduce the 
number of standees on LIRR trains during peak hours, relieve train and pedestrian congestion 
at Penn Station, and balance utilization of Manhattan's railroad terminals. As automobiles 
would be removed from the highway network and East River crossings, air quality would also 
be improved. 

The alternatives considered in the FEIS include a No Action Alternative, a Transportation 
Systems Management (TSM) Alternative, and the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alter
native is the locally preferred alternative, recommended after careful consideration of a full 
range of alternatives in the Major Investment Study (MIS) for the LITC that was completed in 
April 1998. Two engineering options for the Preferred Alternative's alignment in Manhattan 
were considered in the DEIS; the deeper alignment, Option 2, has been identified as preferred 
for implementation. The analyses and impact assessments in the FEIS consider potential effects 
on rail, freight, and transit service, ridership, accessibility, highway congestion, land use, 
neighborhoods, visual and aesthetic resources, natural resources, water quality, air quality, noise 
and vibration, energy, contaminated materials, and cultural resources. Mitigation measures to 
reduce anticipated localized impacts are detailed in the document. The analyses also consider 
the financial feasibility and cost-effectiveness of the alternatives. 
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Foreword 

This document is the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the MTA/LIRR East 
Side Access Project. The Federal Transit Administration (FT A) and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), in cooperation with the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR), 
published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the East Side Access Project 
on May 7 7, 2000. Its publication marked the beginning of public review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The DEIS was circulated to involved and 
interested agencies and other interested parties, and notice of its availability and of the 
public hearing was published in the Federal Register on May 26, 2000. In addition, 
postcards indicating that the DEIS was available and that the public hearing would be 
held were circulated to some 5,000 households. To advertise the public hearing, MTA 
published notices in newspapers of general circulation as well as community and minority 
newspapers throughout the area. MTA also posted advertisements for the hearing in MT A 
commuter railroad stations and performed seat drops with notice of the hearing on both 
LIRR and Metro-North Railroad (MNR) commuter trains. MTA held a public hearing on 
june 75, 2000 at 347 Madison Avenue, fifth floor boardroom. Comments were accepted 
at that hearing and throughout the public comment period, which was held open until 
july 7 2, 2000, as well as following the official comment period, through December 7, 
2000. 

This FEIS responds to the comments made during the public comment period and reflects 
refinements to the project design made since publication of the DEIS. The FE IS identifies 
the comments received and provides responses in a new chapter, Chapter 28, 
"Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement." In addition, 
where appropriate, the text of other chapters of this FEIS is revised in response to 
comments received. Changes to the document since publication of the DE IS are indicated 
by italics in a different font than the rest of the document. 

The FEIS is revised in response to comments and to incorporate refinements to the 
project's design since publication of the DEIS. Specifically, the document notes that while 
the DEIS considered two engineering options for the Preferred Alternative's Manhattan 
alignment, with different terminals at Grand Central Terminal (CCT), Option 2 has been 
selected as the preferred engineering option for East Side Access because of its substantial 
advantages in terms of cost, constructability, and operations,: its significantly fewer risks 
and impacts during construction; and the strong public support of the project with Option 
2 as its Manhattan alignment. Since publication of the DEIS, the design for Option 2 has 
been advanced. Currently, two design concepts are being considered for the Option 2 

terminal, both of which would require fewer tracks and one less platform than presented 
in the DE IS. These are described in Chapter 2 ("Project Alternatives") of this FE IS. 

In addition, the FEIS also reflects refinements to the project's construction techniques in 
Queens that were made to avoid impacts to Amtrak operations at Sunnyside Yard. The 
construction plan discussed in the DEIS involved use of a small area at the edge of 
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Amtrak's Sunnyside Yard as the site for launching the tunnel boring machines that would 
be used to construct East Side Access tunnels beneath the yard. That work required 
demolition of several Amtrak buildings at the edge of Sunnyside Yard, adjacent to Yard A. 
As discussed in Chapter 17 of the FEIS ("Construction and Construction Impacts"), the 
launch site for the tunnel boring machine is now proposed for a site some 150 feet to the 
north, within LIRR's Yard A. Demolition of Amtrak's buildings is therefore no longer 
required. 

The FEIS also notes revisions to the proposal for replacement facilities for New York & 
Atlantic Railway (NY AR). NY AR would create its own replacement facilities, with a new 
rail storage yard most likely at Blissville, Queens, and a replacement railcar maintenance 
shop most likely at Fresh Pond, Queens. The Maspeth replacement yard site is no longer 
under consideration, but analysis of the site remains in the document for comparison 
purposes. 

During the public comment period on the OE/S, more than 300 comments were received 
from residents and elected officials of municipalities in Nassau and Suffolk Counties, 
particularly Greenlawn, Babylon, and Riverhead, with respect to the analyses of new 
nighttime storage yards on Long Island that would be required to accommodate the Long 
Island Rail Road's expanded fleet. These comments were in opposition to selection of 
yard sites in Greenlawn (Hazeltine), Babylon, and Riverhead. Many commenters also 
requested greater public review and involvement in the site selection process for new 
storage yards. Some commenters requested additional time for public comment on the 
DEIS. In response to this request, all comments received through December 1, 2000, 
were included in the FEIS (see Chapter 28). 

The text in the FEIS has also been clarified with respect to the yard sites. The DEIS for the 
East Side Access Project included an analysis of eight potential rail storage yards in Nassau 
and Suffolk Counties, based on sites identified through a preliminary screening process 
conducted by the LIRR. That discussion is no longer applicable. Since the DEIS, the LIRR 
has continued to explore the possible alternatives for developing new yard space and, 
based on community input, has determined that it will initiate a new site selection process 
for any new yards to be developed. The process of identifying potentially appropriate sites 
for the new yards and selecting preferred alternatives for those sites will be conducted in 
the future by the LIRR. Planning for the storage yards is currently at a very early stage. At 
present, no site on any LIRR branch has the status of a preferred yard location. As detailed 
in Chapter 2 of this FE!S, the decision whether to go forward with one or more additional 
storage yards, where the yard or yards should be located, and the details concerning 
expansion of the existing yards will be the subject of a tiered environmental review. Under 
a tiered NEPA EIS approach, the lead agency focuses on the issues that are ripe for 
decision in the first-tier document and prepares further environmental analyses as 
elements of the subsequent actions become adequately defined. 

Because the increased need for storage yards is one of the foreseeable environmental 
impacts of the East Side Access Project, this FE IS includes an analysis of that impact. The 
FEIS identifies seven sites in Nassau and Suffolk Counties to illustrate the types of impacts 
that could occur with development of new yard facilities on Long Island. As noted above, 
this is a change from the DEIS, which described those seven sites as part of the site 
selection process for new LIRR storage yards. It should also be noted that an eighth site, 
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at Hazeltine in the Town of Huntington, Suffolk County, was also described in the DEIS 
but is not included in this FEIS. This site has been eliminated because the DEIS identified 
significant adverse impacts associated with the site's proximity to residential 
neighborhoods and because of community input received during the public comment 
period for the East Side Access Project's DE/5. •!• 
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Executive Summary 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(MTA), in cooperation with the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR), propose the East Side Access 
Project, to provide direct access for LIRR riders to Grand Central Terminal (GCT). The pro
posed project is the locally preferred alternative, recommended after careful consideration of a 
full range of alternatives in the Major Investment Study (MIS) for the Long Island Transporta
tion Corridor (LITC), which was completed in April 1998. The LITC is broadly defined to en
compass the majority of origins, destinations, and routes of those traveling between Long Island 
and New York City, and therefore consists of Manhattan, Queens, Brooklyn, and Nassau and 
Suffolk Counties. 

As shown in Figures S-1 and S-2, the East Side Access Project would bring passengers to GCT 
by constructing connections from the LIRR Main Line and Port Washington tracks south of 
Sunnyside Yard (in Queens) through the lower level of the existing 63rd Street Tunnel under the 
East River and from there to GCT. The new connecting tunnel in Queens would pass beneath 
Long Island City at approximately 41st A venue; in Manhattan, the connecting tunnel would 
curve southward from the existing tunnel at 63rd Street and approximately Second A venue 
toward Park Avenue, where it would continue to GCT. 

The East Side Access Project would also create a new station to serve customers at Sunnyside 
and Long Island City, Queens. This station, adjacent to Sunnyside Yard at Queens Boulevard, 
would offer LIRR service to Penn Station. The station would be constructed to permit future ex
pansion for possible use by Amtrak and/or New Jersey Transit (NJ Transit) trains. 

The East Side Access Project is described in more detail below. 

B. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT 

Today, there is a strong need for improved transit service between Long Island and Manhattan
especially East Midtown Manhattan-and this need will be still greater in the future. Currently, 
people who live on Long Island and work in Manhattan are faced with choosing among in
creasingly congested modes of transportation. The LIRR, the MT A New York City Transit 
(NYCT) bus and subway system, and the regional highway network are all operating at or near 
capacity at the busiest times of day. The congestion leads to increased commuting times and 
greater difficulties in getting to work. These difficulties, in tum, compromise the growth of both 
New York City's job base and Long Island's residential base. 

The cause of these transportation problems lies in the economic and residential development of 
the region. Although total employment in Manhattan has stayed essentially the same since the 
early 1970's, white-collar jobs have risen dramatically and consistently, while blue-collar jobs 
in industries such as manufacturing have declined. As a result, Manhattan has experienced a tre
mendous growth in new office space in the post World War II period (nearly 213 million square 
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feet), and East Midtown has seen most (62 percent) of that growth (nearly 132 million square 
feet). Along with this shift in employment type and location has come a concurrent shift in the 
residential location of the labor force. In particular, an increasing number of Manhattan workers 
are living in Nassau and Suffolk County suburbs and commuting to jobs in Manhattan. 

Population, employment, and labor force projections prepared by New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Council (NYMTC) for New York City and Long Island for the years 2010 and 
2020 indicate that these trends will continue. Employment in Manhattan is projected to increase 
21 percent by 2020, and the size of the labor force in Nassau, Suffolk, and Queens is projected 
to increase 28 percent by 2020.* These trends indicate that demands on the currently overtaxed 
transit and traffic systems will increase significantly, as the number of LIRR commuters arriving 
during the peak 4-hour period is projected to increase by 28 percent at Penn Station between 
1995 and 2020 (see Table S-1). 

Table S-1 

AM Peak 4-Hour Commuter Rail Ridership 
Without the East Side Access Project: 1995, 2010, 2020 

Percent Percent 
1995 2010 Change 2020 Change 

Terminal Arrivals Arrivals 1995-2010 Arrivals 1995-2020 

LIRR to Penn Station 86 630 103,856 20% 110 522 28% 

MNR to GCT 70,169 84,164 20% 88,738 27% 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, LLP. 

CAPACITY PROBLEMS AND NEEDS 

These historical shifts in residential and office locations in the region, combined with projected 
growth in employment and labor force, have consequences for the capacity of the transportation 
system. The commuter rail transit capacity problem is most noticeable at Penn Station, the 
LIRR's only station in Manhattan. Penn Station is now operating at close to maximum capacity. 
The capacity of the East River Tunnels, the capacity of platforms and storage tracks at Penn 
Station, and the system's track layout all prevent the LIRR from significantly increasing service 
into Penn Station. Trains that enter Penn Station currently are overcrowded, and in the future, 
the situation will worsen. By 2020, at the busiest time of day, LIRR trains into Penn Station are 
projected to be operating at 127 percent of capacity. 

The subway system, too, is operating at capacity during peak periods of the day. Some trains 
from Queens into Manhattan, including the Queens Boulevard lines (E, F, and R) are extremely 
crowded during rush hours. Automobile users also face congestion. Major highways like the 
Long Island Expressway (LIE) and the Grand Central/Northern State Parkway operate at ca
pacity during peak periods of the day, as do major river crossings such as the Triborough and 
Queensboro Bridges and the Queens-Midtown Tunnel. With the LIRR, subways, and highways 
operating at or near capacity, delays on all modes of transportation are a common occurrence in 
the LITC. 

* Projections prepared by Urbanomics for NYMTC, February 23, 1996. 
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TRAVEL TIME PROBLEMS AND NEEDS 

In some cases, excessive travel times in the corridor are a direct consequence of capacity con
straints, but in the case of access to East Midtown, lengthened travel times are also an issue of 
"disconnection." While LIRR trains enter Manhattan on the East Side through the East River 
Tunnels at 33rd Street, passengers cannot disembark until trains reach the West Side. Com
muters who work in East Midtown, or at any location on the East Side, must double-back across 
town to reach their destinations. It is estimated that doubling-back costs commuters anywhere 
from 15 to 30 minutes of commuting time each day. Since the train ride is typically 30 minutes 
to an hour, this in-Manhattan trip adds substantial time to the total: trip. To avoid this doubling
back, some LIRR commuters transfer to subway connections in Queens to travel to destinations 
on the East Side or in Lower Manhattan. The additional travel time to East Midtown for LIRR 
riders once they leave their commuter trains and the inconvenience of the transfer encourages 
some commuters to drive to work, adding to highway, local road, and bridge and tunnel 
congestion. 

The congestion and inconvenience associated with the area's transit system-its increasing lack 
of capacity, its inaccessibility to many residents, its unreliability and slow speeds, and its in
ability to cope with change and growth-threatens the vitality of the regional economy and con
tributes to a decline in community character and quality oflife throughout the corridor. 

PROJECT NEED 

The proposed action is critical for the future of the LITC. Without the project, transportation 
conditions in the corridor will deteriorate: 

• The LIRR will not be able to accommodate demand for service into Manhattan, causing se
vere overcrowding on peak hour trains. 

• Commutes on the LIRR characterized by crowding and delays will continue to be followed 
by time-consuming trips to East Midtown by many LIRR commuters, causing millions of 
person-hours of delay each year. 

• Inadequate transit service will worsen already serious congest:[on on the region's roads and 
highways, as residents of Long Island and eastern Queens choose to drive to avoid the 
growing inconvenience of mass transit. 

• Commuters in aggregate will travel hundreds of thousands of miles in automobiles each day, 
worsening already poor air quality conditions. 

CURRENT PLANNING CONTEXT 

Problems similar to those encountered in the LITC can be found in varying degrees throughout 
MT A's vast transportation system. Recognizing the need for system-wide improvement and the 
interconnections among the system's many components, MT A has developed the "Long Range 
Planning Framework" aimed at a unified program of improvement5. to its subway and commuter 
rail systems. MTA is examining how its network can be expanded and adapted to meet long
term access and mobility needs via seven coordinated but independent studies. The following 
MT A projects and studies are intended to alleviate overcrowding, reduce travel time, better con
nect the rail and subway lines, provide high-quality service, and extend service to underserved 
areas: 
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• The Second Avenue Subway/Manhattan East Side Alternatives Study (MESA), which 
examines NYCT's long-term needs and options for increasing transit capacity on Manhat
tan's East Side. The MESA Study is the planning effort for the northern element of a 
full-length Second Avenue subway that will extend generally along Second Avenue 
from 7 25th Street in East Harlem to the Financial District in Lower Manhattan. The 
MESA Study identifies two possible "build" alternatives, both of which include construc
tion of a new East Side subway line under Second Avenue from 125th Street to 63rd Street, 
continuing via the unused Broadway line express tracks to West Midtown and Lower Man
hattan. A total of$ 7.05 billion has been allocated in the MT A's 2000-2004 Capital 
Program for a full-length Second Avenue subway project. 

• East River Crossing Study, which assesses alternative strategies to improve transit service 
between Brooklyn and Manhattan; 

• La Guardia Subway Access Study, which is evaluating methods to create one-seat rail rapid 
transit access from Lower and Midtown Manhattan to La Guardia Airport, perhaps via an 
extension of the Broadway line N train; 

• Metro-North Penn Station Access, which considers options for bringing Metro-North Rail
road commuter trains into Penn Station via tracks currently used by Amtrak trains for long
distance travel; 

• Lower Manhattan Access, which identifies, evaluates, and recommends alternatives for 
short- and long-term access improvements to Lower Manhattan for New York's suburban 
commuters using Metro-North Railroad (MNR), the LIRR, or various subway options, in
cluding a new subway under Second A venue; and 

• Access to the Region's Core (ARC), which examines long-term transportation initiatives to 
improve access and mobility from west of the Hudson and Queens/Long Island to Midtown 
Manhattan's CBD ("the core"). 

These studies, along with MT A/LIRR East Side Access, are being coordinated through the MT A 
Long Range Planning Framework Group, which consists of study managers and key staff from 
MTA and its rail subsidiaries: LIRR, MNR, and NYCT, as well as NYMTC, the Port Authority 
ofNew York & New Jersey, and NJ Transit. 

C. PROCESS AND DECISION-MAKING TO DATE 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was prepared in accordance with the regula
tions ofthe National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). NEPA requires federal agen
cies to evaluate the environmental consequences of proposed actions and their alternatives, to 
identifY measures to mitigate any significant adverse impacts, and to conduct the entire process 
in coordination with other agencies and the public. In compliance with the requirements of 
NEPA, the FTA cannot approve or fund the East Side Access Project's construction until the 
environmental review process is complete. 

The analysis of the East Side Access Project's environmental effects began in 1995, concurrent 
with the preparation of the MIS. The Notice of Intent was published and the public scoping pro
cess was performed. Three public scoping meetings were held in July 1995 to satisfy NEPA re
quirements for the MIS/DEIS process. The MIS was conducted pursuant to the transportation 
planning procedures established under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
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1991 (IS TEA). That statute required the preparation of an MIS in connection with an application 
for federal funding of capital projects for mass transportation systems. The MIS was prepared 
to evaluate the effectiveness of a wide range of alternative investments or strategies to attain the 
transportation goals for the Long Island Transportation Corridor. 

As a result of the MIS process, NYMTC identified a locally preferred alternative on June 25, 
1998 (Resolution No. 94A). Conceptual engineering was then undertaken for the locally pre
ferred alternative, i.e., the Preferred Alternative evaluated in the FE IS that would provide LIRR 
service through Sunnyside to GCT via the lower level of the 63rd Street Tunnel. As part of the 
engineering effort, engineering options were developed for the Preferred Alternative and are 
evaluated in the F£15. In accordance with NEPA, the FE/5 also evaluates the environmental con
sequences of the No Action Alternative and a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 
Alternative. 

The project has included an extensive public outreach program, initiated during the MIS phase 
and continuing throughout the D£15 and FEIS phases. The outreach program has included 
dozens of meetings with community boards, the public, local and regional organizations, a proj
ect Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizens' Advis01y Committee (CAC), and in
terested governmental agencies. 

Public review of the DE IS began on May 17, 2000, when it was published and distributed. 
Notice of the availability of the DE IS and the date of the public hearing was published in 
the Federal Register on May 26, 2000. The D£15 was circulated to involved and interested 
agencies and other interested parties, including elected officials and community groups 
in areas affected by the project. Copies were made available at a wide range of viewing 
locations throughout the project area. In addition, postcards indicating that the D£15 was 
available and that the public hearing would be held were circulated to some 5,000 busi
nesses and households along or within the vicinity of the proposed tunnels in Manhattan. 
The Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A) held a public hearing on june 15, 2000 
at 347 Madison Avenue, fifth floor boardroom. The public comment period was held 
open until july 12, 2000; however, comments were accepted following that period 
through December 1, 2000. To advertise the public hearing, MT A published notices in 
newspapers of general circulation as well as community and minority newspapers 
throughout the area. These included Newsday, The Journal News, Connecticut Post, 
Yankee Trader, The Queens Chronicle, The Amsterdam Nev.~ and El Diario-La Prensa. 
MT A also posted advertisements for the hearing in MT A commuter railroad stations and 
performed seat drops with notice of the hearing on both LIRR and Metro-North commuter 
trains. 

During the public comment period on the D£15, more than 300 comments were received 
from residents and elected officials of municipalities in Nassau and Suffolk Counties, par
ticularly Greenlawn, Babylon, and Riverhead, with respect to the analyses of new night
time storage yards on Long Island that would be required to accommodate the Long 
Island Rail Road's expanded fleet. These comments were in opposition to selection of 
yard sites in Greenlawn (Hazeltine), Babylon, and Riverhead. Many commenters also re
quested greater public review and involvement in the site selection process for new stor
age yards. The text in the F£15 has been clarified with respect to the yard sites. This is 
discussed in more detail below in section D ("Project Alternatives"). 
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This FEIS for the proposed action was prepared after receipt and evaluation of comments on the 
DEIS. In a new chapter, Chapter 28, "Comments and Responses on the Draft Environ
menta/Impact Statement," the FEIS identifies the comments received and provides responses. 

A Record ofDecision (ROD) will be prepared by FTA after its revi{:w of the FEIS, stating its 
determination on project funding and implementation. Consistent with NEPA requirements, the 
ROD will be prepared no earlier than 30 days after publication of a Notice of Availability of the 
FEIS in the Federal Register. 

D. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Development and evaluation of alternatives for the East Side Access Project began in the MIS 
phase of the project. The process involved several years of discussions, outreach, scoping 
meetings, and research geared toward developing scenarios that would improve transit access 
to East Midtown Manhattan and increase the capacity of the LIRR system. A Technical Ad
visory Committee of transportation and environmental professionals was formed to review tech
nical data related to the development of the alternatives. A Citizens' Advisory Committee pro
vided a formal mechanism for obtaining a broad base of community input relating to goals and 
objectives defined for the project. Several new ideas for alternative alignments were a direct 
outgrowth of these committees. 

The alternative screening and evaluation phase considered all options suggested, evaluating 
each against the project's goals and objectives. Alternatives were first grouped into a "long list 
ofproject alternatives" and then subjected to a number of screening criteria, which eliminated 
alternatives that did not meet project criteria or were operationally or technically infeasible. Re
maining alternatives were evaluated in depth and a Preferred Alternative, along with a No Ac
tion and a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative, were selected for analysis 
in the EIS. 

The public outreach efforts that began during the MIS were continued as part of the EIS process. 
In fact, the effort was expanded to reach MNR customers in Westchester and Connecticut. Out
reach targeted to those in the immediate project area in Manhattan and Queens was implemented 
(and is ongoing) through a series of meetings held along the Park Avenue alignment in Manhat
tan, discussions with and presentations to Community Boards, and consultations with individual 
property owners. Conceptual designs developed for the project are closely coordinated with af
fected rail and transit operators such as LIRR, MNR, NYCT, Amtrak, and New York & Atlantic 
Railway (NY AR), a freight operator that uses the LIRR system. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No Action Alternative consists of improvements that will be implemented by the LIRR by 
2010 (the project's analysis year) and 2020 (a forecast year for the project). It includes projects 
that have been identified in MTA's 2000-2004 Capital Program and the LIRR's long-range 
plans, as well as projects sponsored by other transportation agencies that have received the same 
level of consideration. These initiatives include numerous improvements by MNR and NYCT, 
in addition to the following LIRR projects to be completed by 2010: 

• Increase in peak period service in the peak direction. This includes increasing AM peak 
hour train arrivals at Penn Station from the current 37 to 42 as well as providing additional 
service on the "shoulders" of the peak hour. Service will also be increased correspondingly 
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during the PM peak period. Service will be increased on the Port Jefferson, Oyster Bay, 
Montauk, Main Line/Ronkonkoma, and Port Washington Branches. 

• Addition of reverse peak service during the peak period. The LIRR's Main Line Third Track 
Project will construct an additional track between Bellerose and Hicksville, providing ca
pacity for increased reverse commute service on the Main Line. Additionally, the Main Line 
Double Track Project will construct an additional track between Farmingdale and Ronkon
koma, allowing additional peak direction service between Penn Station and Ronkonkoma. 

• Provision of new dual mode service and hi-level fleet. New dual-mode service will provide 
a one-seat ride to Manhattan from diesel territory. Further, the entire diesel-hauled fleet has 
been replaced by a new fleet ofbi-level coaches, slightly increasing line capacity. 

• Expansion ofLIRR storage yard capacity. The LIRR's electric fleet must be expanded by 
an estimated 180 new cars over the next 20 years to accommodate projected ridership 
growth. To accommodate those new cars, LIRR will expand existing yards within railroad 
property and purchase land and construct a new eight-track storage yard on the Port Jeffer
son Branch. The existing yards to be expanded include Babylon and Port Washington 
Yards, where tracks would be lengthened within the existing yard boundaries, and Ronkon
koma and Long Beach Yards, where three and two tracks, respectively, would be added 
within the existing yard boundaries. 

In the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) for the East Side Access Project 
the Hazeltine and Cerro Wire sites were identified as potential sites for a new eight
track yard on the Port jefferson Branch under the No Action Alternative. That 
discussion was based on sites identified through a preliminary screening process 
conducted by the LIRR. That discussion is no longer applicable. Based on community 
input, the LIRR has determined that it will initiate a new site selection process for any 
new yards to be developed. This is discussed in more detail later in this chapter, in the 
description of //Maintenance and Storage'/ for the Preferred Alternative. 

• Substantial improvements to the LIRR's Jamaica Station and Atlantic Terminal at Flatbush 
A venue, in Brooklyn. 

• The improvement and expansion of parking lots at LIRR stat:lons throughout the system. 

• The rehabilitation of the East River Tunnels. 

• The systemwide improvement of communications, traction power, and signaling systems. 
Synchronized with this work, the LIRR will gradually replace its wood ties with new con
crete ties. 

• In conjunction with the Main Line Third Track Project, an ongoing program to eliminate 
eight at-grade crossings to improve safety on the Main Line. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) ALTERNATIVE 

The TSM Alternative consists of a number of improvements, not currently planned for construc
tion or operation, to maximize the use of the existing transportation system without major capi
tal expenditures. It contains three major transportation elements: 

• Increasing the number of rail cars on LIRR trains by 2 to 4 cars, up to the limit of 12 rail 
cars, which is the maximum LIRR platform length. This initiative would require lengthening 
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selected station platforms to accommodate the longer trains, as well as some other minor 
improvements. 

• Increasing LIRR service to the Hunterspoint A venue and Long Island City stations. This 
component would add a total of six additional trains from various LIRR branches, termi
nating at either Hunterspoint Avenue or Long Island City. Pedestrian improvements would 
be made at both terminal stations and ferry service (privately operated) would be increased 
between Long Island City and Manhattan. 

• Extending the existing westbound morning contra-flow lane on the Long Island Expressway 
(LIE) that currently operates in the morning peak period between the Queens-Midtown Tun
nel toll plaza and Greenpoint Avenue in Queens. The AM-only westbound contra-flow lane 
would be extended 3.6 miles to the east, to 102nd Street in Corona, Queens near the Grand 
Central Parkway interchange, and a new flyover and on-ramp to the contra-flow lane would 
be provided just east of 74th Street. These changes would improve morning peak hour travel 
time for Queens express bus service to Manhattan by using one lane on the eastbound side 
of the LIE for westbound bus and taxi service. (However, this alternative would require re
construction of all the westbound traffic lanes and service ramps and lanes in this area, and 
substantial reconstruction of the LIRR bridge at 86th Street.) 

In addition to these changes, the TSM Alternative, like the No Action Alternative, would re
quire a new storage yard on the Port jefferson Branch for electric rail cars. The additional 
service operating in diesel territory in this alternative would use available capacity in existing 
diesel yards. 

The TSM Alternative is estimated to cost $655.6 million (in dollars escalated to the midpoint 
year of construction). 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The Preferred Alternative would establish a direct link from the URR Main Line and Port 
Washington Branch to GCT. As shown in Figure S-2, the new service would branch away from 
existing LIRR tracks at Sunnyside Yard in Queens and travel in new tunnels beneath Sunnyside 
Yard and LIRR's Yard A. It would continue in the currently unused lower level of the existing 
63rd Street Tunnel beneath the East River. In Manhattan, the service would continue west from 
the tunnel's terminus at Second Avenue and 63rd Street, in one of two possible tunnel con
figurations (referred to as Option 1 and Option 2, and described below). In both options, service 
would head west toward Park A venue and then south, beneath the existing MNR tracks under 
Park Avenue, into GCT. At GCT, the LIRR would have new tracks, platforms, waiting areas, 
ticket windows, and other services. 

As described below, the Preferred Alternative would require construction of new tunnel connec
tions beneath Sunnyside Yard and approximately 3 miles of new tunnel in Manhattan. Alto
gether, the project's multiple tunnels would total approximately 9.5 miles of new tunnels, with 
approximately 13 miles of tracks. The project would also involve construction of numerous new 
structures, including new tracks, platforms, and below-grade ventilation and substation facilities 
in GCT; a new ventilation structure on East 44th Street between Vanderbilt and Madison Ave
nues; five new off-street entrances to GCT between 44th and 49th Streets; new below-grade sub
stations and ventilation facilities along the project alignment; a new LIRR passenger station in 
Sunnyside, Queens; new LIRR storage and maintenance facilities at Yard A and the adjacent 
Arch Street Yard in Sunnyside; new facilities in Queens at Blissville or Maspeth and Fresh Pond 
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for use by New York & Atlantic Railway (NY AR) to replace those: displaced by the project from 
Yard A; and new facilities at Highbridge Yard in the Bronx for use by MNR to replace those 
displaced by the project from GCT. 

MANHATTAN ALIGNMENT 

Two engineering options were considered in the DEIS for the Preferred Alternative's Man
hattan alignment, with different terminals at GCT. Option 1 is a refined version of the locally 
preferred alternative identified in the MIS, which uses the lower level of GCT for a new LIRR 
terminal. Option 2 emerged during conceptual engineering of Option !-resulting from a need 
to reduce complex construction methods associated with building tunnels in close proximity to 
Metro-North tunnels and buildings along Park Avenue. 

As described below, Option 1 would require underpinning of four buildings on the west side of 
Park Avenue between 52nd and 55th Streets and underpinning of portions of the Metro-North 
tunnel structures. Option 2 would remain deep after leaving the 63rd Street Tunnel and would 
construct a new LIRR station beneath the lower level ofGCT. This would eliminate the need to 
underpin buildings and tunnel structures. Option 2 could be constructed with minimal impact to 
Metro-North operations during construction. 

Option 2 has been identified as the preferred engineering option for East Side Access be
cause it has substantial advantages in terms of cost, constructability, and operations, and 
significantly fewer impacts on MNR and risks during construction. Specifically, Option 2 
is preferable to Option 1 for the following reasons, among others (also see Table S-2): 

• Option 2 would cost less to construct than Option 1. 

• Option 2 would perform better under "perturbed" or emergency conditions, because 
it would provide a large public concourse level that could serve as a new waiting area 
for passengers delayed by service outages at GCT. 

• Option 2 would not require lengthy track outages for MNR during construction, and 
therefore would not result in significant impacts to M N R, as would Option 1. 

• Option 2 would not require underpinning of buildings along Park Avenue or MNR 
tunnels and, overall, would have significantly less construction risk than Option 1. 
Option 2 would allow the use of different tunneling techniques and would isolate 
the construction work from existing railroad and subway tunnels and building 
foundations. 

Furthermore, public and agency comments received prior to and during the public com
ment period were overwhelmingly supportive of the project with Option 2 for its Manhat
tan alignment (see Chapter 23, "Process and Public Participation"). In addition, Metro
North and NYCT have expressed a strong preference for Option 2. 

Option 1 is retained in this FEIS for comparison purposes. Both options are described in 
more detail below and illustrated in Figures S-3 and S-4. 

Option 1: Station in Existing Lower Level ofGCT 

This option of the Preferred Alternative would create a 1 0-track, five-platform LIRR terminal 
in the existing lower-level track area of GCT, in an area currently occupied by Metro-North 
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Component 

Customer Operations: • 
Waiting and Services 

• 
• 
• 

Customer Operations: • 
Vertical Circulation • 
Customer Operations: • 
Horizontal Circulation 

Train Operations • 
• 
• 

1{1 ._ Construction Cost • 
a Operating Costs • 

Construction • 
• 
• 

Impact on MNR • 
• 
• 
• 

Construction Issues • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Table S-2 

Comparative Features of Manhattan Alignment Options 

Option 1 Option 2 

Uses Biltmore Room and new space created adjacent to Dining • Madison Yard area as concourse provides for large waiting 
Concourse areas, passenger services 
Escalators and elevators to Biltmore Room • Elevators and escalators to Biltmore Room 
May replace retail space at Shuttle Passageway for ticketing • Possible use of retail space at Shuttle Passageway for ticketing 
and waiting • Platforms 28 feet wide 
Platforms 17 feet to 22 feet wide 

One rise from platform to cross passage, then to street • Three rises from platform to street level; long rise from cross 
Platforms 65 feet below street passage to concourse 

• Platforms 7 40- 7 60 feet below street 

Restricted to three cross passages • Madison Yard mezzanine provides for direct exits to street, im-
proved passenger circulation 

Loop track for return moves • Stub end terminal 
Existing structure constrains throughput in "throat" at GCT • Throat area designed to suit throughput needs 
Maximum grade 3.25 percent • Maximum grade 3.0 percent 

Up to $400 million higher than Option 2 • Up to $400 million lower than Option 1 

Comparable • Comparable 

Requires underpinning of four buildings along Park Avenue • Entire alignment in deep rock 
Requires underpinning of train shed in GCT • No underpinning required 
Minimal rock cover over tunnels, mixed face tunneling 

Uses Madison Yard for platforms/tracks • Uses Madison Yard for passenger concourse 
Requires underpinning of MNR Park Avenue tunnel • No underpinning required, minimal track outages during 
Requires significant track outages during construction for up to construction 
4 years • Performs better than Option 1 under delay conditions; provides 
Under delay conditions, creates overcrowding in the 47th Street additional waiting area for MNR customers 
cross passageway 

Impact to private buildings to be underpinned and related side- • No need for underpinning; minimal impact to 52nd Street for 
walk and lane closings for 2 years on 52nd Street access to vent plant and construction of gratings 
Sidewalk and lane closings for 4 years on 53rd Street for • No need to rebuild NYCT 53rd Street vent plant 
reconstruction of NYCT vent plant • No impact to 54th Street 
Sidewalk and lane closings for 3 years on 54th Street for con- • Sidewalk and lane closings for 2Y2 years on 55th Street for con-
struction of vent plants struction of vent plant 
Construction work for 2 years for 44th Street vent facility • Construction work for 2 years for 44th Street vent facility 
Minor disturbances for entrances and vents at other locations • Minor disturbances for entrances and vents at other locations 
Use of shaft site in Queens for 10 years • Use of shaft site in Queens for 10 years 
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platform and storage tracks and known as "Madison Yard." Five of the tracks would be 
stub-ended and the other five would connect on their southern ends to the existing GCT lower
levelloop track, which curves beneath GCT and around to the north, and would be connected 
to new Queens-bound LIRR tracks. Option 1 would also create new passenger areas on a 
number oflevels within GCT, including a new passenger concourse in GCT's Dining Concourse 
level (the lower level), possible new escalators and elevators into a passenger space in the 
Biltmore Room on GCT's Main Concourse level, and new street entrances to the LIRR 
platforms between 45th and 48th Streets, similar to those recently opened for Metro-North 
customers as Grand Central North. (Design and construction of new escalators to the 
Biltmore Room is subject to review and approval by the New York State Historic 
Preservation Office [SHPO] at the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation.) The new entrance locations were chosen based on a set of objective siting cri
teria that included a review of structural and architectural drawings for affected buildings. 
However, for some buildings these drawings were not up-to-date or even available, so the list 
of potential new entrances was preliminary. 

The five entrance locations considered for Option 1 are as follows: 

• At the southeast comer of Vanderbilt Avenue and East 45th Street (outside the Met Life 
Building); 

• Within 347 Madison Avenue (at 45th Street); 

• At 245 Park Avenue on the south side of East 47th Street between Park and Lexington 
Avenues (to serve both LIRR and MNR customers); 

• At 270 Park A venue on the southwest comer of East 48th Street and Park A venue; and 

• Within the building at 280 Park Avenue on the north side of East 48th Street between 
Madison and Park A venues. 

In addition, within the new building being constructed at 3 83 Madison A venue, a new entrance 
is being created in support of the Preferred Alternative on the south side of East 47th Street be
tween Park and Madison A venues. Additionally, two of the access points constructed as part of 
the Grand Central North project and in use by MNR customers would be shared with LIRR 
customers: 

• At the northeast comer of East 48th Street and Park A venue; and 
• On the north side of East 47th Street between Park and Madison A venues. 

Leaving GCT to the north, the 10 LIRR tracks would join to form three main tracks that gradual
ly descend in new tunnels. Between 52nd and 55th Streets, the main LIRR tracks would be west 
ofMNR's tracks, in a new tunnel beneath the buildings on the west side of Park Avenue. The 
project would also use the existing lower-levelloop track at GCT, which runs below buildings 
on the east side of Park Avenue. At 53rd Street, the main tracks would pass above theE and F 
subway lines, while two loop tracks on the east side of Park Avenue would pass below the sub
way. From 55th Street northward, the new LIRR tracks would travel in five tunnels beneath 
MNR's tracks under Park Avenue. The tracks would gradually curve eastward at approximately 
59th Street and continue eastward, passing beneath the N and R and Nos. 4, 5, and 6 subway 
lines to meet the lower level of the existing 63rd Street Tunnel at Second Avenue, approximate
ly 140 feet below the street (see Figure S-3). 
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Option 2: New Deeper Station in GCT 

For Option 2, the DE/5 analyzed a new terminal beneath GCT's lower level with 10 tracks 
and five platforms. Since publication of the DE/5, the design for Option 2 has been ad
vanced. Currently, two design concepts are being considered for the Option 2 terminal, 
both of which would require fewer tracks and one less platform than presented in the 
DE/5. To ensure that the terminal station and approach tunnels optimize constructability 
and operational performance, the design will continue to be refined throughout prelimi
nary engineering. 

Under Option 2, a new passenger concourse would occupy the westernmost track area of 
GCT's lower level-the area that would be used for LIRR's new tracks and platforms under 
Option 1. As described above, that area is currently occupied by four 1racks used for MNR ser
vice (tracks 114-11 7) and the tracks of MNR' s Madison Yard. The new finished concourse 
space would be separated from MNR's track area to the east, and would be well lit and climate
controlled. It would include passenger amenities, such as ticketing booths, information booths, 
waiting room seating, retail elements (newsstands, etc.), and required LIRR administrative and 
operational support spaces. 

New L/RR tracks and platforms would be located beneath the concourse area. The two 
design concepts being considered vary in the layout of the tracks and platforms under 
Option 2: one concept would have eight tracks served by four platforms on one new low
er level, approximately 90 feet below the new concourse and existing lower level at GCT, 
while the other concept would have eight tracks served by four platforms on two new 
levels, approximately 90 feet and 110 feet below the concourse level. 

To access the new concourse from the platforms, LIRR customers would use one of sever
al escalator banks. The main bank would have five escalators, four of which would 
operate in the peak direction of travel. Most other banks would have two escalators and 
a staircase. Elevators from the platform would also be available. E5calator connections to 
the Biltmore Room are also being considered for Option 2 under both design concepts. 
The design and construction of escalators to the Biltmore Room is subject to review and 
approval by the SHPO. 

For either design concept of Option 2, the practicality of using the same five locations for new 
off-street entrances as in Option 1 was explored. Some basic differences in the design schemes 
for each option warranted a closer look at certain off-street entrance locations. For example, the 
elimination of cross passageways at 45th and 48th Streets as a means of egress to the street in 
Option 2 changed the vertical circulation requirements to satisfy emergency egress codes. The 
study determined that four of the five new off-street entrances proposed for Option I meet the 
siting criteria and are recommended under Option 2. (As information becomes available 
through structural and architectural surveys performed during preliminary engineering, 
the locations chosen will continue to be reviewed and assessed against the siting criteria. 
Any change in the location of an entrance to GCT is likely to be a minor one, with poten
tial shifts within the same building or block, or to a nearby stree1', which would not sig
nificantly affect the environmental analyses presented in this document.) These sites are as 
follows: 
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• Within 347 Madison Avenue (at East 45th Street); 

• On the south side of East 47th Street between Park and Lexington Avenues (outside of the 
American Brands Building at 245 Park A venue); 

• On the southwest comer of East 48th Street and Park Avenue {outside of the Chase building 
at 270 Park Avenue); and 

• Within Bankers Trust at 280 Park Avenue, on the north side of East 48th Street between 
Madison and Park A venues or on the south side of 49th Street between Madison and Park 
Avenues. 

The proposed fifth off-street entrance is on the southeast comer of 44th Street at 335 Madison 
Avenue (Bank of America). In addition, like Option 1, Option 2 would also use three of the ac
cess points constructed as part of the Grand Central North Project. 

Moving north from CCT, between 52nd and 59th Streets, the new tracks would join together 
and continue north in four tunnels approximately 120 feet deep below Park Avenue (see Figure 
S-4). At 53rd Street, all the tracks would pass well below theE and F subway tunnels. At ap
proximately 58th Street, the tunnels would gradually curve eastward, passing beneath theN and 
Rand Nos. 4, 5, and 6 subway lines, combining into two tunnels at 6 7 st Street and Lexington 
Avenue, and joining the existing 63rd Street Tunnel at Second Avenue. 

63RD STREET TUNNEL 

The Preferred Alternative would use the currently unused lower level of the existing 63rd Street 
Tunnel, which runs from Second A venue at 63rd Street in Manhattan to approximately Northern 
Boulevard at 41st A venue in Queens. The tunnel was built with two levels, for subway service 
on the upper level and LIRR service below. The Band Q subway hnes use the upper level of the 
63rd Street Tunnel. 

QUEENS TUNNELS 

In Queens, the Preferred Alternative would continue from the 63rd Street Tunnel to meet the 
LIRR's Main Line and Port Washington tracks in Harold Interlocking, just south of Sunnyside 
Yard (see Figure S-5). Harold Interlocking is the 1.5-mile stretch of track-and the associated 
switches and crossovers-shared by LIRR and Amtrak at Sunnyside. The interlocking provides 
access to and from the East River Tunnels, Sunnyside Yard, LIRR's Main Line and Port 
Washington Branch tracks, and Amtrak's route to and from New England over the Hell Gate 
Bridge. Two new LIRR tracks would continue from the existing 63rd Street Tunnel, run under 
Northern Boulevard (and beneath theE, F, G, and R subway lines that run under Northern 
Boulevard as well as the elevated N subway line above Northern Boulevard), and then fan out 
under Yard A and Sunnyside Yard into five separate tunnels. After crossing beneath the railroad 
yards, the tracks would ascend, emerging from the five tunnels to join the tracks at Harold 
Interlocking and a new loop track into the yard that provides access to storage tracks at Sunny
side Yard and Yard A. LIRR's Yard A and Arch Street Yard, which are adjacent to and north of 
Sunnyside Yard in the large railroad complex at Sunnyside, would be used for maintenance and 
midday storage ofLIRR East Side Access trains. 

NEW SUNNYSIDE STATION 

In addition to the new service to GCT, East Side Access would also create a new station in 
Sunnyside, Queens. Selected LIRR trains bound to and from Penn Station would stop at this 
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new station located at Queens Boulevard (which crosses over the LIRR Main Line tracks and 
Sunnyside Yard). In the future, this station could also be used for Amtrak and/or NJ Transit ser
vice. The station's main entrance would be on the west side of the Queens Boulevard bridge 
near its Skillman Avenue end. Stairs and elevators would provide access to the platforms below. 
The station building and platforms would also be connected to a new passenger drop-off and 
pick-up area on the north side of Skillman Avenue, west of Queens Boulevard. In addition, 
MTA has allocated $2 million in its 2000-2004 Capital Program to study improving pedes
trian connections between the proposed East Side Access Sunn:vside station and transit 
stations at Queens Plaza and Queensboro Plaza. This study will be conducted by MT A, 
outside the scope of the East Side Access Project. 

ROLLING STOCK 

Approximately 220 new electric train cars over the No Action condition would be re
quired to operate the new East Side Access service to CCT. The costs for this rolling stock 
are included in the total cost of the East Side Access Project. 

OTHER PROJECT ELEMENTS 

In addition to the main LIRR train route from Harold Interlocking to GCT, the Preferred Alter
native would include a number of related improvements and changes, as follows: 

• Harold Interlocking Improvements. East Side Access would make modifications to 
Harold Interlocking that would create added capacity and flexibility and reduce existing 
operational conflicts between the LIRR, Amtrak, and NJ Transit. The proposed work at 
Harold Interlocking would essentially separate the tracks used by Amtrak and the LIRR. 

• Replacement Facilities [or Metro-North. To replace the ~v1NR train storage yard 
(Madison Yard) in the western portion of the lower level ofGCT, which is to be used for 
LIRR facilities, the Preferred Alternative would create new storage tracks and maintenance 
facilities for Metro-North trains at Highbridge Yard, in the Bronx. MNR's overall plan for 
Highbridge Yard also includes additional components for servicing dual-mode (diesel
electric) equipment. These components would not be constructed as part of the East 
Side Access Project, but the effects of the additional train activity associated with 
those elements are analyzed in the FEIS. 

• Replacement Facilities (or New York & Atlantic Railway (NYAR). LIRR's Yard A, in 
Sunnyside, is currently used by NY AR, a rail freight service, as a rail car storage and main
tenance facility. As part of the East Side Access Project, NY Af~ would create replace
ment rail storage tracks and a maintenance facility to replace NY AR facilities that would 
be displaced from Yard A for storage of LIRR trains. New storage tracks would be 
created in Queens, at Blissville Yard, and a new maintenance facility, at Fresh Pond Yard, 
also in Queens. The DEIS also included analyses of potential new rail storage tracks at 
Maspeth Yard; although NYAR is no longer considering using Maspeth Yard for that 
purpose, the analyses are retained in the FEJS for comparison purposes. 

• Substations. Six electric substations, connected to local utilities, would be constructed to 
supply electric power to LIRR trains serving GCT. Each substation would be located in an 
existing structure and/or underground. 
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• Ventilation. Ventilation plants would provide fresh air to East Side Access's tunnels and 
underground spaces, including passenger areas, and would remove smoke in the event of a 
fire. Options 1 and 2 would have different vent plants to serve their differing station layouts 
and track alignments in Manhattan. Most would be under the street, with gratings and main
tenance/exit hatches in the sidewalk. 

Option 1 would create four ventilation plants in Manhattan: in a new building at 47 East 
44th Street that would ventilate the LIRR portion of the GCT trainshed and which would re
place an existing 5-story building; under East 54th Street between Park and Madison Ave
nues; under East 54th Street between Park and Lexington A ve:nues; and within the existing 
63rd Street Tunnel ventilation plant at Second A venue and 63rd Street. Option 1 would also 
reconstruct the existing NYC ventilation facility beneath 53rd Street between Park and 
Madison A venues. 

Option 2 would also have four ventilation plants in Manhattan: in a new building at 47 East 
44th Street, which under Option 2 would also provide climate control for the new lower
level concourse and part of the new platform and track area; within the lower level of GCT 
from 48th to 49th Street; under 55th Street between Park and Madison A venues; and in the 
existing structure at Second A venue and 63rd Street. Option 2 would also require a number 
of additional air shafts to ventilate the new cross passageways and concourse. These would 
be provided through gratings in the street or sidewalk; vents on the roofs, or grills or louvers 
on the facades, of existing buildings above the trainshed; and/or kiosk-type pylons in open 
plazas or sidewalks above the trainshed. 

The Preferred Alternative would use the existing 63rd Street Tunnel ventilation facilities on 
Roosevelt Island and along the tunnel route in Queens, and would create one new ventila
tion facility beneath the LIRR's Yard A, on top of the new tunnel structure. 

OPERATIONAL ASPECTS 

The Preferred Alternative would create new LIRR service to GCT. This service would be pro
vided on electric trains. By adding 24 new trains to GCT in the peak hour and reverting to the 
current service level of 37 trains to Penn Station, the Preferred Alternative would increase peak 
hour service to Manhattan by approximately 45 percent over No Action conditions. Three to six 
trains each in the peak hour would be added on the electric portions of LIRR's Babylon, Port 
Washington, and Ronkonkoma Branches, and one or two trains each would be added on the 
Hempstead, Long Beach, and Far Rockaway Branches. In addition, the Preferred Alternative 
would allow LIRR to increase reverse commute service compared to future levels in the No Ac
tion Alternative. 

MAINTENANCE AND STORAGE 

As discussed in the description of the No Action Alternative (see page S-7), LIRR will 
pursue a future long-term plan for new rail storage yards. By adding some 220 new 
electric vehicles to the LIRWs fleet, the East Side Access Project would increase the total 
number of electric trains in operation in the LIRR system. It would therefore cause an 
incremental expansion of the amount of additional storage space required to meet LIRR's 
future needs. With the East Side Access Project, there would be a need for additional 
electric rail storage space for the 220 new vehicles for nighttime storage and related 
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serv1cmg activities-overnight cleaning, ordinary servicing (toilets, etc.), and visual 
inspection. 

As part of the LIRR's long-term capital planning process, LIRR will identify potential sites 
for new rail storage yards for its future electric fleet on a branch-by-branch basis. To allow 
an efficient operating plan for the LIRR overall and to enhance the operations of the new 
East Side Access service, it is anticipated that two new yards would be developed to meet 
the LIRR's need for six storage tracks on the Babylon/Central Branch and five tracks on 
the Main Line/Ronkonkoma Branch and that the projected new Port jefferson Branch yard 
would be twice as large as in the No Action scenario (16 tracks rather than 8 tracks). 

The process of identifying potentially appropriate sites for the new yards and selecting 
preferred alternatives for those sites will be conducted by the LIRR. Planning for the 
storage yards is currently at a very early stage. At present, no site on any LIRR branch has 
the status of a preferred yard location. The discussion of potential storage yards that was 
provided in the DEIS is no longer applicable. That discussion was based on eight potential 
yard sites identified by the LIRR through preliminary screening analyses. Since that time, 
however, the LIRR has continued to explore the possible alternatives for developing new 
yard space and has determined that it will initiate a new site selection process for any new 
yards to be developed. 

The decision whether to go forward with one or more additional storage yards, where the 
yard or yards should be located, and the details concerning expansion of the existing 
yards will be the subject of a tiered environmental review. Under a tiered NEPA E!S 
approach, the lead agency focuses on the issues that are ripe for decision in the first-tier 
document and prepares further environmental analyses as elements of the subsequent 
actions become adequately defined. The steps that will be followed in the storage yard 
development process, to be conducted through a comprehensive public outreach 
process, are as follows: 

1. Develop site selection evaluation criteria 
2. Identify a list of potential sites 
3. Perform screening analyses 
4. Identify potential environmental impacts 
5. Develop mitigation measures. 

As the new storage yards would not be developed for a number of years, the public 
outreach and environmental review process for these yards has not yet begun. Therefore, 
at this time, it is not possible to identify the specific locations of new yards to be 
developed to meet the LIRR's future needs. 

Because the increased need for storage yards is one of the foreseeable environmental 
impacts of the East Side Access Project, this FEIS includes an analysis of that impact. The 
FEIS identifies seven sites in Nassau and Suffolk Counties to illustrate the types of impacts 
that could occur with development of new yard facilities on Long island. As noted above, 
this is a change from the DE/5, which described those sites as part of the site selection 
process for new LIRR storage yards. It should also be noted that an eighth site, at 
Hazeltine in the Town of Huntington, Suffolk County, was also described in the DEIS but 
is not included in this FEIS. This site has been eliminated because the DEIS identified 
significant adverse impacts associated with the site's proximity to residential 
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neighborhoods and because of community input received during the public comment 
period for the East Side Access Project's DE/S. 

The seven illustrative sites are as follows: 

• Cerro Wire. The Cerro Wire site is a vacant former industrial site on Robbins Lane be
tween the Hicksville and Syosset stations in the village of Syosset Town of Oyster 
Bay, Nassau County. The analysis assumed development of a 7 6-track yard with 75 
employee parking spaces. This is twice the size of the eight-track yard that would be 
required on the Port jefferson Branch without the East Side Access Project.· The yard 
could be configured to diverge south of the LIRR right-of-way and occupy just the 
Cerro Wire property, or it could instead run parallel to the LIRR tracks and occupy a 
portion of the Cerro Wire property and a portion of the former Syosset Landfill. 
Construction under the layout involving the landfill would entail some special 
construction techniques to protect the landfill cap. (It should be noted that the Cerro 
Wire property is currently being considered for development of a regional shopping 
mall, the Mall at Oyster Bay. On june 7 3, 2000, the Town Board of the Town of 
Oyster Bay passed a resolution accepting as complete the FEIS for the Mall at Oyster 
Bay, dated May 2000, prepared pursuant to SEQRA.) 

• Babylon. The site on the Babylon Branch is located just south of the existing Babylon 
Yard (east of Babylon station) in West Islip, Town of Islip, Suffolk County. It is east of 
the Babylon LIRR station and south of the existing Babylon Yard between NYS Route 
23 7 on the west, Higbie Street on the east, the LIRR right-of-way on the north, and 
Union Boulevard on the south. This site is currently occupied by a mix of commercial, 
industrial, and residential properties, which would have to be acquired by the LIRR. 
The analysis assumed development of a six-track yard at this site with approximately 
7 5 parking spaces for employees. In addition, to avoid potential adverse effects, it was 
assumed that a visual barrier would run along the southern boundary of the yard. 

• Yaphank East. This site on the Main Line/Ronkonkoma Branch is just east of the ex
isting Yaphank station and north ofthe LIRR right-of-way in Yaphank, Town of Brook
haven, Suffolk County. This site is currently occupied by a portion of a Suffolk County 
Department of Public Works facility and a portion of a privately owned tree farm. The 
analysis assumed that up to five stub-ended tracks and approximately 7 5 employee 
parking spaces would be provided. 

• Yaphank West. This site, also in Yaphank on the Main Line/Ronkonkoma Branch, is 
an undeveloped parcel just west of Yaphank Avenue and south of the LIRR right-of
way. The analysis assumed that development of this site would include a 
double-ended yard with up to five tracks and employee parking. 

• Ronkonkoma. This site is located just south of the existing Ronkonkoma Yard in 
Ronkonkoma, the Town of Islip, Suffolk County. The analysis assumed that three 
electrified tracks and approximately 7 5 employee parking spaces would be 
constructed to the south of the yard on a largely vacant parcel of land. 

* See page S-6 for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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• Pilgrim Hospital. The Pilgrim Hospital site is a former service/infrastructure area in 
the southern portion of the Pilgrim State Psychiatric Hospital complex (near Deer Park 
station in the Town of Brentwood, Suffolk County), where the New York State 
Department of Transportation is considering development of an intermodal rail 
facility. The analysis assumed that three electrified stub-ended storage tracks would 
be constructed on the site, perpendicular to the LIRR right-of-way. An existing, 
approximately mile-long, unused track that leads from the L.IRR right-of-way to the 
location of the proposed yard would be replaced and restored for use as a lead track. 

• Riverhead. This undeveloped parcel in the Town of Riverhead, Suffolk County, is ap
proximately l1J2 miles east of the Riverhead station between Saw Mill Creek and 
Indian Island County Park, at the former Hubbard duck farm. The analysis assumed 
that three double-ended, non-electrified tracks would be constructed on the site, 
adjacent to the LIRR right-of-way. These tracks would serve dual-mode locomotive 
trainsets formerly stored at other yards (especially Ronkonkoma Yard) on the Ronkon
koma Branch, freeing up storage space at those yards for electric trains. The analysis 
did not assume that tracks between Riverhead and Ronkonkoma would be electrified, 
because of the prohibitive cost of electrifying the nearly 25 miles of track from 
Ronkonkoma. In addition to the tracks, 7 5 employee parking spaces would be 
constructed. The analysis also assumed that, to mitigate visual and noise effects, walls 
would be constructed around the yard and on the north side of the LIRR right-of-way. 

The conclusions of the assessment conducted for those illustrative sites is provided in 
section Gat the end of this Executive Summary (see pageS-57). 

CONSTRUCTION METHODS 

For many of its components, the Preferred Alternative would require construction of under
ground spaces in the form of tunnels and caverns. Most of this work would be done under
ground, with limited disruption at the surface. The Preferred Alternative would select among a 
variety of methods to construct these spaces: tunnel boring machines (TBMs) could construct 
some tunnels in both rock and soft ground for train routes deep underground, and drill-and-con
trolled-blasting could be used to excavate both single-track tunnels and larger underground 
spaces. Limited areas of cut-and-cover excavation would also be required. 

Manhattan Tunnels 

The two options in Manhattan would be at different depths below existing tunnels and structures 
and would require different construction techniques. As described earlier, Option 2 was de
veloped to avoid the difficult construction and street-level disruption that would be required for 
Option 1. As a result, Option 2 is the preferred option for construction in Manhattan. 

In either option, tunnels in Manhattan may be excavated in one of two ways: with a TBM or via 
drill-and-controlled-blast methods. TBMs are large-diameter drills that excavate circular tunnel 
sections. TBMs are custom-designed and built for project-specific geologic conditions and other 
project requirements. The TBMs for the Manhattan tunnels would have a diameter of approxi
mately 22 feet, the size required to excavate the single-track tunnels for the LIRR. If TBMs are 
used, they would be transported as preassembled elements from the Queens end of the existing 
63rd Street Tunnel to its existing terminus at Second A venue in Manhattan, where they would 
be assembled in an underground cavern and begin to bore the new tunnels. All TBM work 
would occur entirely underground, with no disruption at the street leve:l. As the TBM excavates 
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the tunnel, rock supports would be installed behind the TBM cutter head. Excavated material 
(called "spoil") would be transported by a combination of rail cars and conveyor belts back 
through the tunnel to Queens. 

Drill-and-controlled blasting involves judicious use of explosives to excavate openings under
ground with the least possible disturbance of the remaining rock and with low potential ground 
vibration and air blast at nearby structures. For the drill-and-controlled-blast method, a large 
number of small-diameter holes are drilled into the rock face and loaded with explosives. The 
explosives are then detonated sequentially, fragmenting the rock. During the course of a typical 
day, a very small number of blasts would take place. After the tunnel is excavated by TBM or 
drill-and-controlled blast, a final tunnel lining would be installed. The tunnels in Manhattan 
from Second Avenue to GCT would be within bedrock and the amount of settlement of 
earth or structures above the tunnel is expected to be insignificant. 

Option 1. Under Option 1, the new tunnels would rise and move westward to run beside 
MNR's lower-level tracks south of 55th Street. Consequently, as they rise, the tunnels would 
pass closely beneath NYCT subway tunnels, MNR's Park Avenue tunnel, and then just beneath 
the basements of four buildings on the west side of Park Avenue between 52nd and 55th Street. 
The MNR tunnels and the four buildings along Park A venue would need to be underpinned prior 
to construction of the new tunnels. Underpinning is a common construction technique that in
volves placing new foundations under existing buildings to allow construction to occur in the 
area close to the previous foundation. Underpinning for Option 1 would require track outages 
for MNR for up to 4 years and displacement of uses in the four buildings' basements for 2 years 
at each building. In addition, East 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Streets on the west side of Park Avenue 
and 54th Street on the east side of Park A venue would need to be opened using cut-and-cover 
construction to facilitate underpinning work and construction of ventilation facilities that con
nect to street-level grates. 

Cut-and-cover construction involves excavating down from the street level and installing tempo
rary decking above the excavation area to permit traffic and/or pedestrians to use the street and 
sidewalk above while construction continues underneath. At each of the affected locations, por
tions of the curb lane and sidewalk would remain closed for the duration of construction. Con
struction activities would last 2 years on East 52nd Street, 4 years on 53rd Street, and 3 years on 
54th Street. In addition, construction work for the new ventilation structure on East 44th Street 
west ofVanderbilt Avenue would last about 2 years and would require curb lane and sidewalk 
closures for about 1 Yz years, and small areas on other streets between 44th and 51st Streets 
would be subject to cut-and-cover for new entrances and substations. On all affected streets, 
moving lanes would be maintained for traffic, except for short periods (i.e., 15 minutes) for de
liveries. Access to adjacent properties would be maintained at all times during construction. 

Option 2. Option 2 would eliminate the need for substantial cut-and-cover construction in Man
hattan. By creating tunnels at a much lower depth than in Option 1, Option 2 would eliminate 
the need to underpin Park A venue buildings and MNR tunnels. Option 2 would also potentially 
use TBMs more extensively to construct the new tunnels. Small areas of cut-and-cover construc
tion would still be required for entrances and vent facilities. 

Like Option 1, Option 2 would construct a new ventilation structure on East 44th Street, with 
street disruptions lasting about 1 Yz years. This option would also require limited cut-and-cover 
construction for its new ventilation facility beneath East 55th Street west of Park Avenue. Con
struction activities for this structure would last about 2Yz years. Most of this facility would be 
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constructed by mining from the tunnels below. Cut-and-cover work would follow to complete 
the structure and provide the necessary sidewalk grating. There would be intermittent street
level disruptions for about 8 months. 

Queens Tunnels 

Two types of construction would be used to construct the tunnels that would extend from the 
existing 63rd Street Tunnel beneath Yard A and Sunnyside Yard. From the existing 63rd Street 
Tunnel to the buildings at the northern edge of Sunnyside Yard, tunnels would be excavated 
from the surface using the cut-and-cover method. At Yard A, the excavation area would be en
closed with virtually watertight walls, allowing work on the tunnels within the construction area 
to proceed without the need for dewatering. 

The excavation work beneath Northern Boulevard would proceed in stages so that traffic lanes 
could remain open. It would involve digging trenches from the street to beneath the existing 
subway tunnels below Northern Boulevard. The existing below-grade and elevated subway 
structures would be underpinned, and new LIRR tunnels would be constructed below. 

Beneath Sunnyside Yard, tunnels would be constructed using a TBM. The varied subsurface 
conditions beneath Sunnyside Yard (a mixture of rock and soft soils) would require the use of 
one of two types ofTBMs: either an earth pressure balance TBM or a slurry shield TBM. Both 
types of TBM use pressure at the tunnel face to prevent soil settlement and groundwater 
seepage. As the tunnels rise to meet the existing tracks, cut-and-cover and open-cut excavation 
would be used. An industrial building at 39-15 Skillman Avenue close to an open-cut area may 
require underpinning. Tunneling in soil would be performed using methods to control 
ground loss and thus minimize settlement. Areas where tunneling occurs would be moni
tored for settlement and, should settlement occur, action would be taken to minimize 
such settlement, as described in Chapter 17. 

In addition to the tunnels beneath Yard A and Sunnyside Yard, work in Queens would also in
clude extensive work on Harold Interlocking as well as construction of the new station at 
Queens Boulevard. The improvements at Harold Interlocking would be constructed in five 
stages, to minimize disruptions to LIRR and Amtrak. Trains using the interlocking would be de
toured onto new tracks so the various tracks and tunnels associated with the improvements could 
be completed. A new viaduct structure would be created east of Sunnyside Yard, between 43rd 
and 48th Street, adjacent to the existing tracks. While the Harold Interlocking work is under 
way, a fourth loop track at the east end of Sunnyside Yard would be constructed for use by 
LIRR trains traveling to and from Yard A. These project elements would require demolition of 
a portion or all ofthe structure at 3856-3864 43rd Street, relocation of the access bridge to the 
General Motors facility adjacent to Sunnyside Yard between 39th and 43rd Streets, and possible 
use of a small portion of the GM facility's parking lot as a staging area. The General Motors 
access bridge would be relocated to a site adjacent to the existing bridge. 

For construction of the new Sunnyside station at Queens Boulevard, some truck access for de
livery of materials would be required at Skillman Avenue, and the sidewalk and one traffic lane 
on the Queens Boulevard bridge would have to be closed for limited periods during off-peak 
hours. 
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Yards 

At the replacement yards for NY AR and at Highbridge Yard, limited construction work would 
be required to clear the sites and install new tracks and, at some locations, small structures. 

Spoil Disposal 

Under Option 1, the hard rock excavated from the tunnels in Manhattan would be removed by 
a combination of rail and conveyor systems through the tunnels to a shaft in Queens at 41st 
Street and Northern Boulevard. From there, spoil would be removed by one of two options. 
Preferably, it would be transported from the shaft site over North~:rn Boulevard to Yard A by a 
conveyor system beneath the elevated subway structure. Once in Yard A, the spoil would be re
moved the same way as the materials removed from the Queens tunnels (see below). Alterna
tively, if that does not prove feasible, materials could be removed from the access shaft by truck, 
along designated truck routes in Queens (see below). The materials excavated in the GCT train
shed (south of 52nd Street) would be taken by rail along MNR tracks to points north (most likely 
Metro-North's BN Yard in the Bronx. The areas of cut-and-cover excavation work in Manhattan 
under Option 1 (more extensive than in Option 2) would not be connected to rail tunnels, 
however, so excavated materials would be lifted to the street by crane and removed by truck 
along truck routes in Manhattan. 

Under Option 2, materials excavated from the tunnels in Manhattan and caverns at GCT would 
be transported through the tunnels either to Queens, as in Option I, or through the lower level 
of GCT to be hauled out along MNR tracks to points north. The excavated materials from the 
limited areas of cut-and-cover construction would be removed by truck, similar to Option I. 

In Queens, excavated materials would be stockpiled in Yard A (together with materials removed 
from Manhattan tunnels, as discussed above). The spoil would then most likely be removed by 
rail, in the same fashion that rock from the city's Third Water Tum1el is being transported. A far 
less desirable option would be to remove the spoil from Yard A and the Manhattan access shaft 
site via truck. This would generate some 124 truck trips per day during peak periods of tunneling 
work, and a total of some 94,000 truck trips over the 8-year constmction period. Trucks would 
use designated truck routes in Queens and would be expected to avoid the Queensboro Bridge 
and Manhattan, because of congestion there. Likely routes include Northern Boulevard, Roose
velt Avenue, and 39th, 21st, 31st, and Steinway Streets. Using rail to remove the spoil in Queens 
is strongly preferred. All spoil disposal from Sunnyside Yard would be coordinated with 
Amtrak. 

Some of the excavated material would be used as fill in Yard A and other project construc
tion areas. Some fill could also be used for embankments to be constructed as part of the 
Harold Interlocking improvements. Further, other large construction projects, such as 
landfills and large-scale waterfront projects, might require fill materials from East Side 
Access. However, the specific locations where the fill would be used cannot yet be deter
mined, because the specific sequence, duration, and timing or construction, as well as the 
specific construction methodologies, are not yet finalized, making it difficult to know what 
reuse sites might be available at the same time. Only such material as would qualify as 
"clean fill" would be used for such purposes. 
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE COSTS 

Capital costs for the Preferred Alternative are estimated at $4.7 billion for Option 1 and $4.3 bil
lion for Option 2 (in midpoint of construction dollars). Total capital costs include costs of con
struction, costs for engineering and management, costs to purchase additional rolling stock (220 
new M-7 rail cars), and costs for property acquisitions and easements required for the project. 
New storage yards on Long Island are being funded by the LIRR's capital program and so are 
not included as part of the costs of the Preferred Alternative. 

E. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

The No Action Alternative would not benefit users of the regional transportation network. 
Without substantial improvements to the transportation system, it would aggravate already poor 
conditions on all modes of transportation. As a result, the No Action Alternative would result 
in adverse impacts on land use, social conditions, and economic conditions throughout the Long 
Island Transportation Corridor, or LITC (which includes Manhattan, Brooklyn, Queens, and 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties). It would also result in adverse impacts in terms of transportation 
service and regional air quality. With a potential for increasing demands on rail transit service 
under the No Action Alternative, access throughout the region would become more difficult and 
the expected population and employment growth would likely occur with difficulty. On Long 
Island, where use of the LIRR is greatest, the decrease in quality ofLIRR service would be felt 
most strongly and would support a trend toward increased dependence on the automobile. In 
addition, without improvements to mass transit service, traffic congestion and regional air pollu
tion would increase. 

The TSM Alternative would have small benefits for LIRR riders who work in East Midtown 
Manhattan or Long Island City, in Queens, by offering additional service to western Queens and 
some additional capacity on LIRR trains into Penn Station. Like the No Action Alternative, 
without substantial improvements to the regional transportation system, the TSM Alternative 
would also have adverse effects on land use, social conditions, and economic conditions, al
though these would be less severe than with the No Action Alternative. Again, the predicted 
increases in population and employment would likely occur only with difficulty. In Manhattan, 
the existing disconnect between the location of jobs and commuter terminals would not be cor
rected, and improvements would not be sufficient to avoid the overcrowding and delays that are 
likely to occur in the future. 

In contrast, the Preferred Alternative would greatly improve transportation service in the LITC, 
and would therefore support improvements in land use patterns, social conditions, and economic 
conditions. It would provide a substantial benefit to LIRR passengers, including not only those 
who use the new service to GCT, but also those who continue to travel to Penn Station and new 
commuters who currently use other modes of transportation. The population and employment 
predicted to occur throughout the region would be supported by this improvement, resulting in 
significant beneficial impacts to the region's economy. Regional vehide miles traveled (VMT) 
would decrease overall, resulting in improvements to air quality as well. At the same time, the 
Preferred Alternative would result in some localized impacts related to the provision of new ser
vice. Most of these would occur during construction of the project, and therefore would be tem
porary, although some would occur as a result of project operations. 

While the No Action and TSM Alternatives would avoid some adverse impacts that could result 
from the Preferred Alternative, they would not bring the related benefits associated with the 
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Preferred Alternative either, and they would not meet project goals. The Preferred Alternative's 
effects on the full range of environmental impacts are summarized below and presented in Table 
S-3. A full analysis of the environmental impacts of the No Action and TSM Alternatives is pro
vided in the EIS. The mitigation measures to be implemented for project impacts are de
scribed in the section that follows this one, section F, //Summary of Mitigation Measures. 1/ 

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 

Transit access is often a powerful determinant ofland use trends. The project could affect land 
use locally by bringing more people to an area, or by introducing rail use to a neighborhood by 
creating new yards or changing the way certain train yards are used. Construction of the project 
could physically alter local land use, influence neighborhood or regional land use patterns, or 
support or contradict land use plans and policies. 

The effects of the project alternatives on land use, zoning and public policy were examined by 
considering several different study areas: 

• A regional study area-the Long Island Transportation Corridor (LITC}-consisting of the 
LIRR service area, namely Manhattan, Queens, Brooklyn, and Nassau and Suffolk Counties. 

• Manhattan, south of West 70th and East 79th Streets, to address the compatibility of the 
proposed service changes and new LIRR terminal at GCT on established and future 
development. The potential for induced growth was also examined by assessing the area's 
development potential and local effects on land use near GCT and Penn Station. 

• Queens, a Y2-mile radius around the proposed new station in Sunnyside-which is the area 
where the new station could have the greatest influence-to address the effects of the new 
station on surrounding established and future development. 

The Preferred Alternative would support local and regional plans to reduce reliance on auto
mobiles, minimize automobile travel into Manhattan during peak hours, and provide transpor
tation infrastructure to support the region's projected economic growth. It would benefit the 
LITC by attracting patrons to the LIRR, thereby reducing congestion on the region's highways 
and improving access to land uses. This alternative would support land use policies in Long 
Island that seek to concentrate future growth in established areas, make efficient use of the 
existing transportation network, and revitalize existing town centers. 

The project would not have major effects on land use in Manhattan. Both GCT and Penn Station 
lie within the Midtown commercial center, surrounded by dense, predominantly commercial 
uses. The new service would bring commuters closer to their destinations, supporting existing 
land use patterns in Midtown. At Penn Station, the diversion ofLIRR riders to GCT would have 
only minor localized effects. 

The new station at Sunnyside would support the city's plans to create a CBD in Long Island 
City. The new station would be located about % mile from an area where substantial new office 
development is anticipated, and thus would serve workers in the new CBD. The No Action and 
TSM Alternatives would offer no beneficial secondary effect in Long Island City. 

The Preferred Alternative would not affect land use, zoning, or public policy in the vicinity of 
Yard AI Arch Street Yard, Sunnyside Yard, or Maspeth, Blissville, Fresh Pond, or Highbridge 
Yard. 
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Land Use, Zoning, 
and Public Policy 

Social Conditions 

Property 
Acquisitions 

C(l 
w 
""' 

Visual Quality 

Historic Resources 

Table S-3 

Summary of Adverse Effects and Mitigation for the Preferred Alternative 

Differences Between Option 1 and Option 2 
Unmitigated 

Adverse Effects Option 1 Option 2 Mitigation Impacts 

None. No difference. No difference. None. None. 

None. No difference. No difference. None. None. 

Permanent acquisition of up to 14 Permanent acquisition Permanent acquisition The properties would be acquired None. 
businesses and 5 residences, re- of space for new of space for new following the requirements of the 
quiring the displacement of up to 200 entrances: entrances: Federal Uniform Relocation Assis-
employees. • 347 Madison Ave • 347 Madison Ave lance and Real Property Acquisi-
Properties to be acquired include: ground-floor retail ground-floor retail lion Policies Act of 1970. 
• 4 7 E.44th Street for vent plant space; space; 
• Space for off-street entrances (see • 245 Park Avenue • 245 Park Avenue 

Option 1 vs. Option 2) sidewalk space; sidewalk space; 
• 38-64 43rd Street in Queens for • 270 Park Avenue • 270 Park Avenue 

Harold Interlocking work sidewalk space; sidewalk space; 
• Subsurface easements for the • 280 Park Avenue • 280 Park Avenue 

tunnel structure in Manhattan and ground-floor ground-floor 
Queens. restaurant space; restaurant space; 

• 200 Park Avenue • 335 Madison Avenue 
ground-floor ground-floor retail 
restaurant space. space. 

None. No difference. No difference. None. None. 

Changes to historic features of In GCT, changes to Bill- In GCT, changes to Ongoing consultation with SHPO None. 
Grand Central Terminal. more Room, Biltmore Biltmore Room, new regarding design features and de-

Potential changes to the context of Passage, and portion of LIRR concourse on lower velopment of construction protec-

historic resources near new en- Dining Concourse; new track level. possible lion plans work as detailed in a 

trances and new vent structures. ticket windows. extension of western Programmatic Agreement. 

Potential impacts durinQ construction Outside GCT, contex- grand staircase down to 

to historic resources near the con- tuai issues at vent new UR.R. concourse. 

struction work in Manhattan (see building on 44th St adja- Outside GCT, contex-
Option 1 vs. Option 2) and in Queens cent to Yale Club. tual issues at vent 
(in Sunnyside Yard). Construction work in building on 44th St adja-

GCT, near Vanderbilt cent to Yale Club and 
Concourse building and for vent structures 
Yale Club, and beneath above trainshed. 
Racquet & Tennis Club Construction work in 
and Lever House. GCT, near Vanderbilt 

Concourse building and 
Yale Club; possibly near 
other resources (for 
vent structures). No 
underpinning of 
Racquet & Tennis Club 
or Lever House. 
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Analysis Area 

Archaeological 
Resources 

Transportation 

Air Quality 

Noise 

Vibration 

Energy 
-----

Effects 

Impacts would occur if significant ar-
chaeological resources exist in con-
struction areas. Locations where that 
potential exists are in Manhattan (see 
Option 1 vs. Option 2) and Yard AI 
Sunnyside Yard. 

Addition of approximately 2,000 cus-
tomers to the overcrowded south-
bound Lexington Ave subway. 

Addition of up to 4 buses in the peak 
hour to Madison and Lexington Aves. 
Impact to pedestrian condition at lo-
cations near GCT and in public 
spaces in GCT (see Option 1 vs. 
Option 2). 

Peak-hour traffic impacts at 12 inter-
sections in Manhattan and 13 of the 
39 intersections studied on Long 
Island. 

Parking shortfalls at Long Island 
LIRR stations. 

Displacement of NYAR and MNR 
yard facilities. 

No exceedence of the NAAQS would 
occur. Significant increase in carbon 
monoxide levels at Madison Ave/48th 
St in Manhattan. 

Increased LIRR service would result 
in noise levels above FT A criteria 
along segments of the LIRR system: 
• Woodside to Hicksville 
• Jamaica to Valley Stream 
• Huntington to Port Jefferson 

Potential ground-borne noise impacts 
in Manhattan (see Option 1 vs. 
Option 2). 
Potential ground-borne noise impacts 
in Queens at 45 residential and 37 
nonresidential buildings. 

None. 
--

Table S-3 (Continued) 

Summary of Adverse Effects for the Preferred Alternative 

Differences Between Option 1 and Option 2 
Unmitigated 

Option 1 Option 2 Mitigation Impacts 

Archaeological re- Archaeological re- Ongoing consultation with SHPO None. 
sources may remain be- sources may remain be- as detailed in a Programmatic 
neath 53rd St west of neath 55th St west of Agreement regarding further analy-
Park Ave and 54th St Park Ave. sis (e.g., review of boring logs, de-
east of Park Ave. tailed research at certain locations, 

possible subsurface testing) and 
design of mitigative measures 
(e.g., excavation). 

No difference. No difference. Improvements to NYCT station ele- Impacts to subway 
ments within GCT (e.g. new turn- would be only par-
stiles, stairs, wider corridor) and tially mitigated. 
improving throughput of trains 
would partially mitigate impact. 
Crosswalk widening and other 
measures to improve pedestrian 
flow. 

Standard traffic improvement 
measures (see Table S-4). 

LIRR's ongoing parking improve-
ment program. 

Replacement train storage yard(s) 
and maintenance facilities. 

No difference. No difference. Standard traffic improvement None. 
measures. 

No difference. No difference. While the installation of sound bar- Wayside noise im-
riers would be effective, it would pacts would be 
not be practical due to the exten- unmitigated. 
sive wall length required. 

Ground-borne noise im- Ground-borne noise im- Installation of resilient ties and/or None. 
pacts at 237 residential pacts at six residential floating slabs under Option 1. 
and 234 nonresidential and two nonresidential Installation of resilient ties under 
properties. buildings. Option 2. 

No difference. No difference. None. None. 
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Analysis Area 

Utilities 

Contaminated 
Materials 

Natural Resources 

Safety and Security 

Construction 
Impacts: 
Property Acquisition 
s 

Construction 
Impacts: Land Use 
and Social 
Conditions 

Effects 

Potential conflicts with existing utili-
ties in Manhattan (see Option 1 vs 
Option 2). 
Potential conflicts with existing utili-
ties in Queens. 

Potential for exposure to contami-
nated materials during construction. 

Increased runoff at Yard A and High-
bridge could potentially affect New-
town Creek and Hudson River. Some 
I yard sites in 1 00-year floodplain. 

None. 

Temporary use of: space within 
buildings in Manhattan (see Option 1 
vs. Option 2) and space on General 
Motors property in Sunnyside, 
Queens. 

Temporary impacts on neighborhood 
character during construction at 
locations in Manhattan where cut-
and-cover construction would occur 
(see Option 1 vs. Option 2) and at 
Newcomers High School in Queens. 

Table S-3 (Continued) 

Summary of Adverse Effects for the Preferred Alternative 

Differences Between Option 1 and Option 2 
Unmitigated 

Option 1 Option 2 Mitigation Impacts 

Option 1 would have Option 2 would have Temporary or permanent reloca- None. 
more potential conflicts fewer potential conflicts tion; maintain service. 
than Option 2. than Option 1. 

No difference. No difference. Sampling, analysis, delineation and None. 
quantification of contamination 
prior to construction; development 
of site-specific CCMPs based on 
findings of the sampling program. 

No difference. No difference. Reconstruction or creation of None. 
stormwater systems. Raise eleva-
tion of yards above floodplain. 

No difference. No difference. None. None. 

Temporary property No temporary property Acquisitions would follow federal None. 
taking for underpinning: takings. acquisition and relocation 
• Racquet & Tennis procedures. 

Club basement 
(locker room and 
tenant space); 

• Lever House base-
ment (200-car 
garage); 

• 400 Park Avenue 
basement (retail 
storage space); 

• 410 Park Avenue 
basement (elevator 
machine room). 

Substantial disruptions I Small area of disruption Partial mitigation in Manhattan Unavoidable con-
at 52nd St (2 years). on 55th St (2Y:z years). through maintenance and protec- struction disruptions 
53rd St (4 years). and ! Other areas of distur- lion of traffic plan. would remain partially 
54th St (3 years). Other · bance near GCT of 1- In Queens, the school would be unmitigated. 
areas of disturbance 1 Y:z years each. shielded from construction activi-
near GCT of 1-1 Y:z years ties as much as possible, and the 
each. project would work with the high 

school to resolve problems. 
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Analysis Area Effects 

Construction Disruptions to traffic in Manhattan 
Impacts: from cut-and-cover construction ac-
Transportation tivities (see Option 1 vs. Option 2) 

and along Northern Boulevard in 
Queens. 

New truck trips to remove spoil and 
deliver materials in Manhattan and 
Queens. 

Impacts on MNR operations within 
GCT (see Option 1 vs. Option 2). 

Construction Increased noise, vibration, and dust 
Impacts: Air Quality, near vent plant construction in Man-
Noise, and Vibration hattan (see Option 1 vs. Option 2) 

and near shaft site in Queens (near 

Y"l Newcomers High School). 
!"-.) 
'-.1 

Construction Potential increased erosion and 
Impacts: Natural stormwater runoff during 
Resources construction. 

Table S-3 (Continued) 

Summary of Adverse Effects for the Preferred Alternative 

Differences Between Option 1 and Option 2 
Unmitigated 

Option 1 Option 2 Mitigation Impacts 

Greater disruption to Limited disruption to Maintenance and protection of traf- Unavoidable impacts 
traffic in Manhattan for traffic in Manhattan for fie plan. on MNR operations 
Option 1. Greater num- Option 2. Fewer trucks Coordinate required track outages for Option 1 would re-
ber of trucks to remove required for spoil with MNR and using a rail simula- main partially 
spoil. removal. lion model. unmitigated. 

Potential for substantial Very limited effect on 
impacts to MNR opera- MNR operations during 
lions during construction construction. 
as a result of required 
track outages. 

More traffic disturbance Limited traffic distur- Maintenance and protection of traf- None. 
and excavation required bance and excavation fie plans. 
under Option 1 required under Option 2 Shield school from construction ac-

tivities and work with school to re-
solve problems. Mitigation could 
potentially include noise barriers, 
double-pane windows, installation 
of air conditioning. 

No difference. No difference. Preparation of soil and sedimenta- None. 
lion control Plan and other SPDES 
permitting requirements. 
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SOCIAL CONDITIONS 

Social conditions could be affected by the project if a change to neighborhood character, com
munity facilities, or the local population would occur. The assessment of social conditions con
siders the same study areas identified for the land use analysis. 

The LITC, encompassing Manhattan and all of Long Island, is a large varied metropolitan sub
region, stretching for approximately 122 miles from east to west. At the western end of this area 
is Manhattan, with a dense core of activity. Brooklyn and Queens, across the East River, are 
home to an extraordinarily varied mix of ethnic groups in established urban neighborhoods. The 
character of the LITC becomes progressively more suburban moving eastward into Nassau 
County, although urbanized town centers exist. Suffolk County is strongly suburban to the west, 
giving way to farms, wineries, fishing ports, and vacation homes on the eastern end of the 
island. 

The Preferred Alternative would support and enhance existing social conditions in the LITC. 
The LIRR is a key transportation element capturing approximately % of the Manhattan-bound 
commuters residing in the LITC. By increasing service to Manhattan and improving service to 
the East Side, the Preferred Alternative would benefit all corridor residents. Access to commu
nity facilities would improve, since the railroad serves many of the region's community 
organizations. In addition, the Preferred Alternative would support transit-centered development 
and help to shift the trends toward automobile dependence and suburban sprawl. 

Development of the replacement yards for NY AR and Metro-North would not adversely affect 
social conditions in the areas surrounding the yards. 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Changes to the regional transportation system have the potential to affect the overall economic 
health of the LITC. Since the evaluation of economic conditions is closely related to land use 
and social conditions, the analysis considered the same study areas as those analyses. It con
sidered the key economic factors that are typically served and supported by the region's trans
portation system, focusing on employment and related real estate trends that illustrate the health 
of the economy. In addition, localized effects of a project include displacement of businesses or 
specific effects on business activities near a project location. 

The Preferred Alternative would require the permanent acquisition of a 5-story building in Man
hattan for the new ventilation structure on East 44th Street and up to five different retail spaces 
for new entrances to the platforms, affecting up to 100 employees. It would also require acquisi
tion of all or part of two properties in Queens to allow construction of the Harold Interlocking 
improvements, potentially affecting up to 60 employees. The Preferred Alternative would also 
require permanent easements for the tunnel structure in Queens and Manhattan. 

The project would be required to follow the FTA's acquisition and relocation regulations, and 
the rights of affected owners and tenants would be protected under the Federal Uniform Reloca
tion Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. That law provides for equitable 
treatment of people displaced from their homes, businesses, or farms by federal and federally as
sisted programs. It also establishes uniform and equitable land acquisition procedures, requiring 
just compensation for property, relocation services and payments for expenses, assistance in 
reestablishing businesses, and assistance in residential relocation. 
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The Preferred Alternative's improvements to transportation service would eliminate the existing 
disconnect between the location of jobs and locations of terminals, and provide relief from the 
currently overcrowded conditions on many LIRR peak hour trains. The project would support 
the projections for increases in employment within the Manhattan Central Business District and, 
in particular, on the East Side of Manhattan. In addition, the travel time savings for LIRR com
muters would have a clear positive impact on productivity within the LITC. Non-LIRR users 
would also benefit, since the diversion of auto commuters to the train would reduce congestion 
on the major Long Island roadways and overcrowded East River crossings to Manhattan. 

The location of a new LIRR station in Sunnyside would increase accessibility to the area for the 
Long Island workforce and enhance opportunities for future growth in Long Island City, where 
up to 5 million square feet of office space is planned. Expanding direct links to the work force 
in a wider region would make Long Island City a more attractive location for the growing ser
vice industries in the area, particularly business services, since a larger labor pool with a broader 
range of skills would be more readily accessible. 

Long Island would also benefit from the Preferred Alternative. The attraction of an area as a 
business location is not only based on the transportation infrastmcture, but also on the avail
ability of the workforce. Since transportation on Long Island is a problem in every mode, 
investing in LIRR infrastructure is likely to improve the quality of life on Long Island for users 
and non-users of the system. 

VISUAL AND AESTHETIC CONSIDERATIONS 

The project could affect the visual context of areas in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
alignment. Study areas for the assessment of visual changes were defined based on where ele
ments of the project would be visible to the public. Although the majority of the proposed work 
for the Preferred Alternative would be underground, visible elements would include work within 
GCT, proposed off-street entrances, an above-ground ventilation facility in Manhattan, con
stmction of tracks within existing yards in Queens and the Bronx, the new Sunnyside station, 
and new yards in Long Island. 

Under both project options, the Preferred Alternative's elements within GCT would change the 
appearance of the areas of the terminal described above. However, none of the changes pro
posed would constitute significant visual impacts that would adversely affect the existing visual 
character of the terminal. Both options could install new escalators in a portion of the Biltmore 
Room on the Main Concourse level, permanently changing the room's appearance by altering 
its symmetrical classical proportions. (Changes to the Biltmore Room are subject to review 
and approval by SHPO.) At the same time, however, removal of the large newsstand currently 
in the center of that room, which is a separate modern amenity, would likely open up the room 
and would have a positive visual effect. Since the room is at the 'edge of the terminal and only 
visible from the immediate vicinity of the Biltmore Concourse and the 45th Street Passage, the 
proposed work would not adversely affect the terminal's overall visual character. Both project 
options would also create a new public area in MNR's Madison Yard area-new tracks and plat
forms under Option 1, and a new concourse under Option 2-as well as a new connection be
tween that area and the existing public areas of the Dining Concourse. These changes also 
would not have an adverse effect on the terminal's overall visual character. 

The Preferred Alternative would also not adversely affect the visual quality in the area sur
rounding GCT. Proposed work near GCT under both options, including the construction of a 
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new above-ground ventilation facility and new off-street entrances, would not alter the context 
of the study area, which is a densely developed part of Midtown with a mix of new and old 
buildings. 

Most of the work within Queens would occur within the existing Sunnyside YardN ard AI Arch 
Street Yard complex, and would not significantly alter the visual character of the surrounding 
areas. The new, more active Yard A would be visible to pedestrians in the area north of the yard, 
where new office buildings are expected to be developed in the future. The new Sunnyside 
station would be visually prominent from Queens Boulevard as well as from Skillman Avenue. 

The proposed work within the replacement yards-Blissville or Maspeth, Fresh Pond, and High
bridge Yards-would not represent a significant visual change, as all of those yards are cur
rently or have been in use as yards. Furthermore, Blissville, Maspeth, and Fresh Pond Yards are 
surrounded by predominantly industrial uses, and Highbridge Yard is not visually prominent to 
surrounding uses. 

HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Potential impacts to historic resources can include both direct physical impacts--demolition, al
teration, or damage from construction on nearby sites-and indirect or contextual impacts, such 
as the isolation of a property from its surrounding environment, or the introduction of visual, au
dible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with a property and would alter its 
setting. The effects of the project alternatives on historic resources were assessed in accordance 
with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, following a multi--step process. Study areas 
or Areas of Potential Effect (APEs) were identified in consultation with SHPO, and historic re
sources were identified within each APE. Then the potential adverse effects of the project on 
those resources were assessed and measures to mitigate the potential effects of the project were 
developed. These measures are detailed in full in a Programmatic Agreement between the FT A, 
MT A, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and SHPO, which is presented in an ap
pendix to the FEIS. 

A total of 22 historic resources were identified in the APEs for the Preferred Alternative, in
cluding 17 in Manhattan, 3 in Queens, and 2 on Long Island. Two additional historic resources 
are located just outside the boundaries of the APE in the Bronx. 

GCT is a National Historic Landmark, listed on the State and National Registers of Historic 
Places, and a New York City Landmark. For the Preferred Alternative, under Option 1, visible 
elements constructed in GCT such as the LIRR passenger area, new escalators and elevators in 
the Biltmore Room, and proposed LIRR ticketing operations would constitute minor visual 
changes within the context of the entire terminal-they would not be out of character with the 
other public areas in the terminal and no adverse contextual impacts would be expected to occur. 
As described earlier, the changes to the Biltmore Room would alter its classical proportions, but 
they would be offset by the positive benefit of removing the large modem newsstand currently 
in the center of the room, and the changes would not affect the overall character of the terminal. 
Option 2 would require fewer vertical circulation elements in the Biltmore Room and the Bilt
more Concourse and would create a larger passenger concourse where the lower-level tracks are 
currently located. For all project elements-those within the public spaces of the terminal as 
well as those in other areas--design specifications would be developed in consultation with, 
and subject to review and approval by SHPO to ensure that no adverse physical or visual ef
fects would occur to the building. To avoid potential contextual effects for work in GCT, any 
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significant architectural or design features in areas subject to construction would be retained, 
and project plans would be submitted to SHPO for review and approval. A construction protec
tion plan would be implemented during construction to minimize the effects of construction on 
the historic features of the building, so that construction would not result in any structural or ar
chitectural impacts to these features. The plan would be developed in consultation with SHPO 
and approved by SHPO prior to start of construction. Similarly, the design review and construc
tion protection plan would also include the Yale Club, a historic building located adjacent to the 
site of the project's new vent building on 44th Street; additional ventilation features required by 
Option 2; and any other project elements located within close proximity to a historic resource. 

Option I would require underpinning the Racquet & Tennis Club and Lever House. The under
pinning would be completed below the surface and proper care would be given to minimize any 
potential to adversely affect the building fabric. A SHPO-approved construction protection plan 
would be implemented. 

In Queens, two historic railroad structures are located in Sunnyside Yard near the project align
ment. While no adverse effects would occur as a result of the operation of the new service, these 
resources would be included in the construction protection plan developed in consultation with 
SHPO. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

At any location where a project would disturb the ground, it has the potential to affect archaeo
logical resources. Archaeological resources are physical remains, usually buried, of past activi
ties on a site. In the Long Island Transportation Corridor, they can include remains from prehis
toric (Native American) people who used or occupied a site-including tools, refuse from tool
making activities, habitation sites, etc. They can also include remains from activities that oc
curred during the historic period (beginning with European colonization), such as battle sites, 
foundations, and cisterns, wells, and privies, which can hold refuse deposited during the time of 
their use in an effective "time capsule." For East Side Access, an assessment of the project's 
potential for impacts on archaeological resources was undertaken, following the procedures of 
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. 

Study areas (referred to as Areas ofPotential Effect, or APEs) were defined in consultation with 
SHPO, and each of those APEs was assessed through documentary research and review of 
available soil borings to identify areas where there is a potential for archaeological resources to 
exist. For each APE, the research identified whether any archaeological resources might have 
been deposited there and whether those resources could still remain in place. 

Some of the APEs for the Preferred Alternative have the potential to contain archaeological re
sources. The project would result in significant adverse impacts to any such resources, if they 
are present. In Manhattan, small areas beneath 53rd Street west of Park Avenue and 54th Street 
east of Park Avenue (where excavation would occur in Option 1). In Queens, some of the Yard 
A/Sunnyside Yard area to be affected by the project has the potential to contain archaeological 
resources from the prehistoric period and historic period. 

As part of the project's ongoing consultation with SHPO, the future steps to be taken and any 
mitigation measures to be developed for archaeological resources will be developed with SHPO. 
The continuing work consists first of investigative measures using borings to further understand 
the filling and grading that have occurred at project areas in Queens. For any sites that still ap
pear to have the potential to contain significant archaeological resources (that have the potential 
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to be eligible for the State and National Registers), mitigation would likely consist of subsurface 
investigation to identify whether resources are actually present and their potential eligibility for 
the Registers. If resources are present and they are determined eligible for the Registers, miti
gation in the form of a full-scale excavation would be employed (except in any locations where 
resources could be avoided). These measures are detailed in full in a Programmatic Agreement 
executed by SHPO, FTA, and MTA. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The effects of the project alternatives on regional travel patterns and on specific local compo
nents of the region's transportation system-traffic, parking, subway, bus, other commuter rail
roads, and pedestrian conditions were assessed. The No Action Alternative would not improve 
transportation conditions in the region. Regional traffic conditions would deteriorate as more 
commuters attempt to drive to work, at the same time that the LIRR became increasingly 
crowded. The TSM Alternative would do little to improve those conditions. 

In terms of regional travel, the Preferred Alternative would provide an overall benefit by im
proving transportation service from Long Island and eastern Queens to Manhattan and Queens. 
It would provide commuters destined for Manhattan with increased and improved train service 
-there would be more trains into Manhattan, greater availability of seats, and the flexibility to 
get directly to the East Side ofMidtown Manhattan in addition to the West Side. The Preferred 
Alternative would reduce auto commutation into Manhattan as well, by diverting auto trips from 
eastern Queens and Long Island, to the LIRR. 

At the same time, however, the project could result in localized effects on other transportation 
elements. These would include the potential for increased traffic at mtersections surrounding 
GCT, where the number of taxis would increase; these effects would also include increased traf
fic and parking at LIRR stations in eastern Queens and on Long Island, where the number of 
riders is projected to increase because of the Preferred Alternative. Other local effects would in
clude increases to ridership on some subways serving GCT, and increases to the number of pe
destrians in the terminal. At the same time, however, pedestrian, subway, and taxi activity in the 
Penn Station area would decrease-passenger movements would be less congested, vehicle traf
fic on the street network would be less congested, and crowding in subway stations and on sub
way lines would be eased. 

REGIONAL EFFECTS 

The Preferred Alternative is expected to bring about 62,000 LIRR riders into GCT during the 
4-hour weekday AM peak period in the year 2010, and just 5 percent more (about 65,000) in the 
year 2020. It would also reduce the volume ofLIRR riders arriving at Penn Station in the 4-hour 
AM peak period by about 45,700 in the year 2010 (representing a 45 percent reduction in LIRR 
commuter activity in Penn Station). Many of these riders into GCT currently take LIRR trains 
to Penn Station, but a significant volume of new riders would be diverted from their autos. Over
all, the Preferred Alternative would reduce total daily vehicle miles traveled by about 342,000 
in 2010 and by 375,000 in 2020. There would be 11,000 fewer daily auto trips to work in 2010, 
and 12,000 fewer trips in 2020. 

The Preferred Alternative would also improve transportation service for other providers. In 
Manhattan, the project would create new capacity in Penn Station that could benefit MNR, al
lowing MNR to bring service for its commuters to Penn Station if that agency's Penn Station 
Access Project is implemented. lfMNR does bring new service into Penn Station, the number 
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of MNR commuters shifted to Penn Station would be lower than the number of LIRR com
muters shifted to GCT by East Side Access. In addition, the work proposed at Harold Inter
locking in Queens would significantly improve congested conditions there. This would result in 
a positive impact for Amtrak, which operates its Northeast Corridor service through the 
interlocking. 

GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL AREA 

Traffic 

The Preferred Alternative would decrease general background traffic in the overall Midtown 
area by about 2 percent. There would be traffic increases on some streets near GCT due to in
creased taxi activity there, but also decreased taxi activity in the Penn Station area since LIRR 
commuters who presently travel to Penn Station and then take taxis to get to their East Midtown 
destinations could now take the LIRR directly to GCT. 

There would be significant traffic impacts at 12 out of the 54 intersections in the Midtown Man
hattan traffic study area and significant traffic benefits at 9 intersections in the AM peak hour, 
6 significant impacts and 2 significant benefits in the midday peak hour, and 8 significant im
pacts and 6 significant benefits in the PM peak hour. All significant traffic impacts could be 
mitigated by the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) via standard traffic 
engineering improvements such as signal phasing and timing modifications, more restrictive 
parking regulations, and by providing exclusive phases for turning movements at some inter
sections where there are significant conflicts with high volumes of pedestrians. 

The Preferred Alternative would significantly reduce parking demand in Manhattan by approxi
mately 3,000 vehicles or more on a typical weekday. 

Pedestrian Flows Within GCT 

Introducing LIRR service into GCT would significantly affect the: pedestrian flows and condi
tions in the terminal. Current efforts at GCT would, however, help disperse these new pedes
trians by improving circulation in and around GCT. Under the Preferred Alternative, all pedes
trian movements within GCT would function acceptably except for one escalator bank in GCT's 
Main Concourse and vertical circulation elements leading down to the Lexington A venue Nos. 
4, 5, and 6 subway line (see the separate discussion about the subway below). All other existing 
stairwells, escalators, and concourse corridors and passageways within GCT would not have sig
nificant impacts. The new platforms for LIRR service, and the stairwells, escalators, and cross 
passageways serving LIRR commuters to be built as part of the Preferred Alternative (under 
either Option 1 or Option 2), would also all typically operate at acceptable levels of service. 

Under certain delay circumstances, conditions in the existing 47th Street cross passage would 
become congested. Option 1 would greatly shorten the time it would take for the 47th Street 
cross passage to become overcrowded compared to the No Action condition. Option 2 would 
have much less of a negative effect, as riders waiting for delayed trains would have a new large 
waiting area below the 47th Street cross passage. 

Lexington Avenue Subway 

The Preferred Alternative would add about 2,310 southbound riders and 970 northbound riders 
to the Lexington A venue subway line in the 8-9 AM peak hour. Ridership increases in the 5-6 
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PM peak hour would be about 15 percent lower than the AM increases. These additional riders 
would result in the following: 

• The additional LIRR passengers on the Lexington Avenue subway line would result in sig
nificant impacts to the Nos. 4 and 5 express lines southbound in the AM peak hour. The 
local line would not experience significant impacts. Line-haul capacity utilization rates on 
the express lines would increase from 112 percent in the No Action condition to 117 percent 
with the Preferred Alternative; on the local line utilization would rise from 61 to 64 percent. 
On average, each car of each express train would have 6 additional riders, while each car of 
each local train would have 3 additional riders. 

• The new passengers from the Preferred Alternative would increase crowding on the western 
stairs and escalators (west of the Grand Hyatt Hotel) leading from GCT to the subway sta
tion mezzanine area during the AM and PM peak periods. This would aggravate an already 
overcrowded condition. 

• The Preferred Alternative would significantly affect conditions on some stairwells con
necting the mezzanine area to the platform. The new LIRR passengers would increase peak
direction flows on some stairs to the platforms by 20 to 25 percent, with the greatest number 
of passengers on the center stairs leading to the platforms. Overall, the project would cause 
the center stair to the southbound platform and the north end stairwells to both the south
and northbound platforms to operate over capacity. 

• On the platforms, the analysis considered different zones to account for the different 
crowding conditions in different areas. The project would create the most congestion near 
the center stairwell on the southbound platform and the center stai1wells on the northbound 
platform. In some locations, this increase in crowding would be significant. 

Recognizing the existing crowded conditions on the Lexington A venue line, NYCT is expecting 
to increase service during peak periods based on signalization improvements on the Lexington 
A venue line and the application of platform management techniques at the 42nd Street/GCT sta
tion. These improvements are planned regardless of whether or not East Side Access goes for
ward. NYCT will pursue, at a minimum, the following programs to increase line-haul capacity: 
the "step aside and speed the ride" campaign, which includes etched tiles incorporated into the 
floor design telling passengers to "step aside" and let passengers off the trains; automated 
"dwell control announcements," quick response programs for customers who require medical 
attention while on the subway; platform assistants to expedite loading/unloading; and wider
door cars and changes in the design of new subway cars (now on order) to ease movement into 
and out of the cars. 

In addition, the East Side Access Project team has been working with NYCT to develop poten
tial mitigation measures to be included as part of the Preferred Alternative to help alleviate the 
crowded conditions at the 42nd Street Lexington Avenue line station. These measures would be 
designed to help mitigate impacts on line-haul capacity, access to the subway platforms from the 
mezzanine, and access to the Lexington A venue subway mezzanine from GCT -all of which are 
interrelated. 

The critical strategy to mitigate line-haul capacity impacts is to add trains during the peak hour. 
Currently, dwell times at the 42nd Street station are long, resulting from high volumes of riders 
getting on and off Lexington Avenue line trains. A variety of initiatives (noted above) are 
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designed to reduce dwell times to allow additional trains through the station. Operation of addi
tional trains in the peak hour is physically possible, and it is NYCT's policy to bring this about. 

To complement these measures, certain other changes are also proposed to stairwell con
figurations, locations, and the design of the mezzanine level to better distribute passengers on 
the subway platform. This mitigation plan would balance the use of existing mezzanine stairs 
leading to the station's platforms to more evenly distribute pedestrian flows into the subway's 
paid zones. In addition, by spreading passengers on the station's platforms more evenly, these 
measures would in tum decrease dwell times at the station, thereby increasing the number of 
trains that can move through the station. The proposed mitigation measures are described 
below in section F, "Summary of Mitigation Measures." 

Second Avenue Subway/Manhattan East Side Alternatives Study 

Separately from the East Side Access Project MT A is pursuing plans to develop a Second 
Avenue subway to extend the entire length of Manhattan's East Side, bringing critical relief 
to the Lexington Avenue subway. The alignment would extend generally along Second 
Avenue from 125th Street in East Harlem to the Financial District in Lower Manhattan. A 
total of $1.05 billion has been allocated in the MT A's 2000-2004 Capital Program for a 
full-length Second Avenue subway project. The goal of the Second Avenue subway is to 
improve mobility and reduce crowding on the East Side of Manhattan, including the re
duction of peak hour demand on the Lexington Avenue express subway lines, reducing 
delays in passenger loading and unloading at major stations, including 42nd Street and 
thus increasing train capacity by allowing better train throughput. MT A NYCT is currently 
conducting the Manhattan East Side Alternatives (MESA) Study, which is the planning ef
fort for the northern element of the full build subway. The MESA Study has identified sev
eral alternatives, including construction of the northern portion of the Second A venue 
subway from 7 25th Street to 63rd Street continuing via the unused Broadway line express 
tracks to West Midtown and Lower Manhattan. The MESA Study is an important and 
necessary step in the planning for the Second Avenue subway project. 

The impact of the Second A venue subway in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative 
would be to alleviate conditions on the Lexington Avenue line, particularly at the Grand 
Central subway station. In particular, the Second Avenue subway would divert riders from 
the Lexington Avenue line, so that it is no longer operating over capacity. With this change 
in place, the addition of new riders from the Preferred Alternative to the Lexington A venue 
subway would not contribute to overcrowding and would not result in significant adverse 
impacts on station elements and line-haul crowding in the subway. Construction of the 
Second Avenue subway, which is itself a multibillion dollar undertaking, must be con
sidered as a separate and distinct project serving independent goals and objectives, rather 
than as related to East Side Access. 

Other Subway Lines 

The Preferred Alternative would reduce demand levels and crowding on several other subway 
lines. In the year 2010, there would be 6,000 fewer riders on the northbound, or uptown, NCIE 
lines (combined) in the AM peak hour, and about 13,600 fewer riders in the four-hour peak 
periods. Queuing at stairwells, corridors, token booths, turnstiles, and platforms at the 34th 
Street station of these lines would all be significantly reduced. Southbound NCIE ridership 
would decrease by about 200 in the AM peak hour and 500 in the four-hour AM peak period. 
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There would be improvements on other subway lines as well-700 fewer riders on the south
bound 112/3/9 lines at 34th Street in the AM peak hour, 500 fewer riders on the northbound 
BID IF IQ lines, and 1,185 fewer riders on the Manhattan-bound No. 7 Flushing line, and conges
tion-reduction benefits on other lines and their station facilities as well. 

On-Street Pedestrian Flows 

Pedestrian paths into and out of GCT were analyzed along with the key streets bordering GCT 
and adjacent to the new access and egress points (i.e., Grand Central North) opened recently by 
Metro-North along Park and Madison Avenues. With the introduction of LIRR service at GCT 
under the Preferred Alternative, pedestrian activity in the area would increase substantially. 
However, not all of these LIRR commuters are new pedestrians to the area, since many areal
ready there after taking LIRR trains into Penn Station and either walking, taking subways or 
buses to the area, or taking taxis and then walking to their final destinations. Detailed pedestrian 
flow analyses and intersection crosswalk and comer reservoir analyses and midblock sidewalk 
analyses indicate that there would be significant impacts requiring mitigation at several East 
Side locations. Mitigation is described below in section F. 

Buses 

Bus ridership projections show that there would be reduced demand for several bus routes that 
connect Penn Station with the East Side, since LIRR commuters could take direct LIRR service 
to GCT. There would also be some ridership increases on East Side bus routes by LIRR com
muters arriving at GCT who would need to transfer to other routes to get to their final destina
tions. The bus routes subject to the highest ridership demand increases would be those that 
travel directly past GCT. The project's regional ridership forecasting model indicates that 
MlOl/102/103 bus routes would need up to four additional bus trips in the AM peak hour along 
its southbound Lexington Avenue portion and up to two additional bus trips in the PM peak 
hour along northbound Third A venue. The M42 would require an extra one (PM) to three (AM) 
bus trips along 42nd Street. The buses traveling along Fifth Avenue (Ml/2/3/4) would need up 
to two additional bus trips. It is NYCT's policy to adjust schedules and frequencies, within fis
cal and operating constraints, as demand dictates. 

SUNNYSIDE/LONG ISLAND CITY AREA 

The Preferred Alternative is projected to generate 1,530 new LIRR riders in the four-hour AM 
peak period at the new Sunnyside station, and 675 riders in the AM peak hour in the year 2010. 
There would be 1,300 riders in the PM peak period and 575 riders in the PM peak hour. It is an
ticipated that 90 percent of these LIRR commuters at Sunnyside would walk to their final des
tination in the area after alighting from LIRR trains, that 9 to 10 percent would transfer to sub
ways or buses, and that less than 1 percent would take taxis or be picked up or dropped off by 
car. Parking would not be provided as part of the station development, and park-and-ride activity 
is not expected. Significant traffic and transportation impacts are not expected. 

EASTERN QUEENS AND LONG ISLAND 

The analysis of potential impacts at LIRR stations focused in detail on 15 of the LIRR's 124 sta
tions in eastern Queens and Long Island. These stations represent the range of all stations, and 
included several of the busiest stations (Hicksville, Huntington, Ronkonkoma) and others with 
more moderate usage, stations within local business districts and others closer to residential 
areas or in fringe areas, stations with multiple bus routes and others with limited service, and 
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stations with extensive parking capacity and others with very limited parking availability. Poten
tial traffic impacts were examined at the 15 representative stations, while parking impacts-de
termined to be a much larger issue-were evaluated at all stations. 

Traffic 

The analysis of traffic conditions at a set of 39 intersections at the 15 stations studied indicated 
that 11 of the intersections would have significant impacts in the AM peak hour and 13 would 
have significant impacts in the PM peak hour in the year 2010. Each of the significant traffic im
pacts could be mitigated via standard traffic engineering improvements, such as the installation 
of traffic signals at unsignalized intersections, signal phasing and/or timing modifications at sig
nalized intersections, lane re-striping, offsetting center lines of streets where it would be neces
sary to gain additional capacity in one direction, and more restrictive parking regulations. These 
are standard measures within the day-to-day jurisdiction of the agencies responsible for main
taining traffic operations. In the year 2020, traffic impacts and required mitigation would be 
similar. Since the detailed traffic impact analyses were conducted for a representative set of 15 
LIRR stations, it can reasonably be expected that standard traffic engineering improvements 
would likely be sufficient to mitigate traffic impacts that might occur at the LIRR's numerous 
other stations. 

Traffic analyses were also conducted at eight grade crossing locations as a result of the opera
tion of more LIRR trains through these locations as well as additional vehicle traffic generated 
by the Preferred Alternative. Impacts at the grade crossing locations analyzed would generally 
be minimal. 

Parking 

The Preferred Alternative can be expected to increase parking demands at each of the LIRR's 
124 stations. Several stations would be able to accommodate the demands, while others would 
experience significant parking shortfalls (in most cases, parking shortfalls would be expected 
even under the No Action Alternative). 

The range of projected parking shortfalls at the stations analyzed is quite extensive, and mitiga
tion of these shortfalls would need to be individualized on a station by station basis. While LIRR 
owns only 28 percent and operates a much smaller percentage of the parking facilities at its sta
tions, and the vast majority of these parking facilities are under the jurisdiction of the local 
town, village, or other municipal entity, the LIRR has a parking <mprovement program to ad
dress parking needs at its stations. Mitigation would be developed under this program, as de
scribed below in section F. 

AIR QUALITY 

Air quality can be affected by air pollutants produced by mobile sources, such as vehicular traf
fic or diesel locomotives, and by fixed or stationary sources, such as ventilation facilities, 
parking garages, and diesel freight yards. The air quality analysis for East Side Access examined 
the proposed project's effects on both a regional and local basis. On a regional basis, the issue 
of concern is the project's effect on pollutant emissions throughout the Long Island Transporta
tion Corridor, which is designated as "non-attainment," by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) for ozone (03), indicating that the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for ozone are exceeded. In addition, with the exception of Suffolk County, the study 
area is also designated as non-attainment for carbon monoxide (CO), while Manhattan has been 
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designated non-attainment for respirable particulate matter (PM 10). Therefore, it is important to 
evaluate a transportation project's effects on these pollutants. 

It is also important to determine the proposed project's effect on local air quality at key loca
tions, such as stations where the increased commuter rail service would increase vehicular activ
ity. Therefore the analysis assessed the local effects from increased automobile and taxi traffic 
around the GCT area and at various stations on Long Island and in Queens. Since the proposed 
rail service would be electrically powered, the air quality effects of the project are essentially re
lated to the change in traffic patterns induced by the project. The potential effects of the new 
ventilation facilities and diesel storage yards were also examined. 

The Preferred Alternative would result in an overall decrease in regional pollutant emissions, 
since it would attract a significant number of new LIRR customers who would otherwise drive 
to work. In fact, the Preferred Alternative would reduce regional vehicle-related pollutants by 
about three to five times more than the TSM Alternative. 

To assess the project's potential impacts on local air quality, detailed microscale intersection 
CO modeling was performed at several intersections surrounding GCT and at locations on Long 
Island where the greatest project-generated vehicular activity would occur. The maximum pre
dicted CO concentration at any of the intersections modeled in Manhattan and on Long Island 
is less than the NAAQS. Operation of the Preferred Alternative would, however, cause one sig
nificant change in air pollutant levels (although not an exceedance of the NAAQS): at the inter
section of Madison Avenue and 48th Street, traffic due to the project would result in an increase 
in CO levels over No Action conditions of more than 0.5 parts per million (ppm). Within the 
Manhattan CBD, this level of increase is considered significant according to the New York State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality and would require mitigation. The standard traffic 
mitigation measures discussed above would provide effective mitigation for this air quality 
impact. 

The heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HV A C) plant on East 44th Street under Option 2 
would be equipped with either air- or water-cooled chillers, cooling towers (if water chilled), 
and several air-handling units. The equipment would be powered with either electricity or natu
ral gas supplied by Con Edison. The exhaust from the gas-fired system would be placed on the 
roof in accordance with the applicable air quality pollution control requirements for similar 
HV AC systems in New York City. 

The analysis indicates that the additional diesel activity in new yards at Blissville or Maspeth 
and Fresh Pond would not result in air quality impacts. Furthermore, MNR's plans to create 
a new dual-mode (electric and diesel) train storage yard at Highbridge adjacent to the 
electric train yard at Highbridge created by East Side Access would not result in significant 
adverse air quality impacts. 

The Preferred Alternative would conform to the regional air quality requirements, defined in the 
SIP, of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. 

NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Operation of the project could affect noise and vibration levels in a number of ways. The Pre
ferred Alternative would increase train service throughout the LIRR system in Queens and Long 
Island. The additional service would increase train passbys along most branches, creating the 
potential to increase noise levels at properties adjacent to the railroad (this type of noise is 
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referred to as "wayside noise"). The relocation of the MNR Madison Yard operations and 
NYAR freight operations to alternate locations would also have the potential to increase 
noise levels nearby. 

Fixed railway operations also have the potential to produce high vibration levels, since railway 
vehicles contact a rigid steel rail with steel wheels. Ground-borne vibration can cause discerna
ble movement of building floors, rattling of windows, shaking of items on shelves or hanging on 
walls, and rumbling sounds. This is referred to as ground-borne noise. In Manhattan, new rail 
service in a tunnel beneath existing residential and commercial buildings could increase vibra
tion and ground-borne noise levels in those structures. In Queens, portions of the new tunnel 
along 41st A venue in close proximity to existing structures could also change existing levels. 

These issues were examined for the project alternatives following FTA guidance for the assess
ments of noise and vibration impacts. 

Based on FT A criteria, the Preferred Alternative would cause noise impacts along certain seg
ments of the LIRR system. Noise impacts would occur at most residential properties adjacent to 
the railroad between Woodside and Hicksville stations, Jamaica and Valley Stream stations, and 
Huntington and Port Jefferson stations. There are more than 400 residences located adjacent to 
the 47 miles of track where noise impacts are predicted to occur. The Forest Hills Stadium, con
sidered a land use where quiet is an essential element, would also experience a noise impact. In 
certain locations between Huntington and Port Jefferson, noise levels would exceed FT A cri
teria for "severe impacts." The wayside noise impacts along this segment are a direct result of 
operating more dual-mode trains, which would occur under the No Action and TSM Alterna
tives as well, since in the future No Action condition LIRR is planning to operate all of the 
dual-mode trains it currently owns to provide direct service between the Port Jefferson, Oyster 
Bay, and Montauk Branches and Penn Station. There are approximately 52 residences that are 
located adjacent to the approximately 2. 7 miles of track where "severe" impacts are predicted 
to occur. 

While noise impacts are predicted occur under FTA criteria, cumulative noise levels with the 
project would be at most 3 dBA more than, and typically within 1 dBA of, existing noise levels. 
Furthermore, at all locations, noise levels under the Preferred Alternative would be at most 1 
dBA more than under the No Action and TSM Alternatives. The5.e increases would be imper
ceptible to the average human ear. The Preferred Alternative would not increase noise levels 
over the No Action or TSM Alternatives between Huntington and Port Jefferson stations, since 
East Side Access trains would not operate along this diesel segment. A discussion of potential 
noise mitigation measures is provided in section F of this summary. 

The analysis of noise from the new replacement rail facilities at Blissville or Maspeth Fresh 
Pond, and Highbridge concluded that no significant noise impacts would occur from 
those facilities. 

The results of the vibration analysis for the Preferred Alternative mdicate that vibration levels 
would be below the FT A criteria and no impacts would occur. The Preferred Alternative would, 
however, affect ground-borne noise levels, as follows: 

• Option 1 would potentially affect 237 residential and 234 non-residential structures in Man
hattan. However, predicted levels may be lower than existing levels in areas where there is 
currently train activity, such as along Park and Lexington Avenues. A monitoring program 
to establish ambient conditions is being performed and will continue during subsequent 
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design phases to more precisely define where adversely affected buildings are located. 
Nevertheless, given the worst-case analysis results, mitigation for some of the affected 
structures would require up to a 17 dB reduction in ground-home noise levels. Effective 
mitigation would be achieved through the installation of resilient ties and/or floating slabs 
on the tracks for the length of the alignment in Manhattan, as needed. 

• Option 2 would potentially affect only six residential and two non-residential buildings in 
Manhattan. Resilient ties to reduce ground-home noise levels by 5 dB would effectively 
mitigate these potential impacts. 

• In Queens, the alignment would potentially affect 45 residential and 37 non-residential 
buildings, requiring a 10 dB insertion loss, provided by resilient ties and fasteners to effec
tively mitigate the impacts. Again, field measurements would be conducted in Queens to de
termine if the effects of the Preferred Altemative could be perceived above current 
conditions. 

ENERGY 

Direct energy expenditure can be affected by the project alternatives as a result of the change in 
total fuel consumption by vehicles operating on roadways in the Long Island Transportation 
Corridor and the energy required to operate the trains, both diesel and electric. The Preferred 
Alternative would reduce the regional vehicle miles traveled in the study area and result in a re
duction of annual energy consumption of 151 billion British Thermal Units, or BTU s (BTU s are 
a measure of energy used to compare consumption of energy from different sources, such as 
gasoline and electricity, taking into account how efficiently those sources are converted to 
energy). 

UTILITIES AND SUBSURFACE STRUCTURES 

The Preferred Alternative would require relocation and/or protection of numerous utilities along 
its tunnel alignment approach to GCT and in Queens at Northern Boulevard and in Sunnyside 
Yard. Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative, which would be closer to the surface in the GCT ap
proach, would require more utility work than Option 2. In Sunnyside, a 42-inch sewer near the 
Honeywell Street bridge in Sunnyside Yard would be relocated. Physical conflicts between the 
new facilities proposed by the Preferred Alternative and existing utilities would be determined 
at a later date when the design of these facilities is further advanced. To ensure that no signifi
cant adverse impacts occur to the existing utility infrastructure in the area of project construc
tion, a utility relocation report is being prepared by the project designers. A detailed field survey 
is being conducted along the entire alignment of the Preferred Alternative, and all relevant agen
cies, utilities, and property owners are being contacted. 

CONTAMINATED MATERIALS 

Contaminated soil and groundwater may be present in areas where construction is proposed for 
the project alternatives. Construction activities were therefore considered with respect to soil 
and groundwater conditions to assess any potential risks to public: health, safety, and the 
environment. 

To assess the potential for the project to disturb contaminated soil or groundwater, a two-step 
process was followed. First, all of the project sites were subjected to a preliminary site assess
ment (commonly referred to as a Phase I Site Assessment). The purpose of this assessment is 
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to ascertain the site's potential for the presence of contaminated soil and groundwater. The as
sessment includes a detailed historical investigation, an examination of regulatory databases 
listing sites of concern, and a visit to the site to investigate any indicators of potential issues re
lated to contaminated or hazardous materials. The results of the Phase I were used to develop 
programs for subsurface investigations in areas with potential contamination. Detailed investi
gations were conducted in GCT, Sunnyside Yard, Yard A, Maspeth, Blissville, Fresh Pond, and 
Highbridge. 

The operation of the Preferred Alternative would not create new contamination at any of the 
project sites. The maintenance facilities constructed at Fresh Pond, Arch Street, and Highbridge 
would include pre-treatment systems for any discharges, designed in accordance with New York 
City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) regulations. Maintenance and car 
wash activities would be conducted within enclosed facilities. The registration of petroleum 
storage tanks and chemical storage tanks with the New York Sate Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) would occur prior to their installation. Overall, the operation of the 
Preferred Alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts related to contaminated 
materials. The discussion below focuses on construction-related activities and their potential to 
disturb existing contaminated materials. 

In Manhattan, work in the below-grade portions ofGCT and to construct the tunnels for both 
Option 1 and Option 2 would be predominantly in bedrock, and little soil would be encountered 
during construction. Since bedrock in Manhattan is relatively unfractured and impervious, the 
potential for the downward migration of water or other liquids that may transport contaminants 
into the bedrock is reduced. 

In Queens at Sunnyside Yard, Yard A, and Harold Interlocking, construction activities would in
clude cut-and-cover and soft-ground tunneling techniques. These: activities would require the 
excavation of large amounts of soil and the use of TBMs to construct tunnels deep beneath 
Sunnyside Yard. TBMs are used to avoid potential human contact with contaminated materials. 

Sunnyside Yard is listed as a Class II Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Site by NYSDEC and 
has had widespread contamination from petroleum and PCBs. Amtrak is currently under a con
sent order to perform remedial investigations in Sunnyside Yard. To date, Amtrak's subsurface 
investigations have established the presence of an approximately 75, 000-gallon plume of PCB
contaminated oil floating in the groundwater approximately 2 to 7 feet beneath Sunnyside Yard. 
This plume is in the northeast portion of the yard, near Northern Boulevard and 38th Avenue. 
No schedule for future remedial activities related to the floating product has been established. 
Coordination with NYSDEC and Amtrak regarding project-related construction activities within 
Sunnyside Yard and Yard A is ongoing. The project's design incorporates measures to minimize 
the effect of dewatering activities on the plume, in the event its cleanup is not complete prior to 
construction. These measures would include the use oflow permeability barriers in a "bathtub"
like design for construction of the TBM launch site. Groundwater models would be used to de
termine the effectiveness of the design and to identify other measures that would further mini
mize the movement of the plume, if required. In accordance with regulations governing Inactive 
Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites, the project would be constructed so as not to interfere with any 
proposed or ongoing program to remediate conditions in Sunnyside Yard and construction 
would not expose public health or the environment to a significantly increased threat of harm or 
damage. NYSDEC approvals and permits for dewatering activities would be obtained prior to 
construction activities. 
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Pockets of contamination and buried drums are likely to be encountered at many of the sites 
where construction is proposed (in addition to Sunnyside Yard and Yard A) due to their current 
or past use as rail yards. Based on the initial sampling effort performed for this f/5, a compre
hensive program to sample, analyze, delineate, and quantify contamination within each of the 
construction areas is under development. Findings Reports will be prepared that document the 
on-site sampling and analytical efforts, and quantify and delineate the contamination found. 
Site-specific Construction Contamination Management Plans (CCMPs) would be prepared 
based on the conclusions in the Findings Reports. Each CCMP would contain a Sampling and 
Analytical Plan (SAP) for contaminated materials to identify sampling and analytical require
ments for materials (soil, groundwater, drums, USTs, and asbestos) encountered during con
struction (specific to both the cut-and-cover and TBM methods). In addition, the CCMPs would 
describe the requirements for handling, management, treatment, and disposal of contaminated 
materials encountered in soil or groundwater during construction. All materials leaving the site 
would require sampling and characterization prior to disposal or reuse off-site. 

For excavated materials that would not be used on-site, testing would be required to determine 
appropriate disposal options. A program to test wastewater and set site--specific discharge limits 
would be developed in accordance with NYCDEP criteria for discharge to the sewer or 
NYSDEC criteria for discharge to a waterbody. 

The CCMPs would be coordinated with relevant local, state, and federal agencies and would 
identify preliminary requirements for Health and Safety Plans (HASPs) to be submitted by each 
construction contractor prior to commencement of work at the site. The HASPs would comply 
with federal requirements and address worker safety issues related to construction activities and 
railroad worker protection. 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

The project's effects on natural resources were assessed for the terrestrial environment (vegeta
tive habitats and associated species) and the aquatic environment (wetlands, surface water, 
groundwater, and associated habitats and life forms). 

Most of the project sites have few issues related to either terrestrial or aquatic resources. The 
sites are largely developed and surrounded by urban areas, and the little vegetation to be 
removed is not significant. At all the sites, the groundwater is not used as a potable resource. 
Several of the sites are near water bodies and thus also lie within the mapped 1 00-year and 500-
year floodplains. In particular, Highbridge Yard is located along the Harlem River, while Yard 
NSunnyside Yard and Blissville Yard are near Newtown Creek and Dutch Kills. Development 
ofHighbridge Yard and Yard A would increase the amount ofimpenrious area, and therefore 
the amount of runoff to nearby water bodies as well. The project would include a new 
stormwater system at Highbridge Yard and improvements to the system at Yard A to accommo
date this runoff. These systems would include measures to prevent the introduction of new pol
lutants to the receiving water bodies. The changes at the portions of project sites within flood
plains would not contribute to increased flooding in the surrounding areas, as none of the sites 
are in floodways. The small number of structures to be developed within the floodplain would 
not be considered significant encroachments and would not result in increases in flood levels. 
At the new maintenance facility planned at Fresh Pond Yard, pre-treatment systems would be 
designed and specified to meet industrial discharge limits as administered by NYCDEP, so that 
the discharges would not have an adverse impact on water quality. 
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COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 

The federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, established to support and protect the dis
tinctive character of the waterfront, set forth standard policies for reviewing proposed develop
ment projects along coastlines. New York State Department of State administers the program at 
the state level and New York City Department of City Planning administers it in New York City 
through the City's Waterfront Revitalization Program. Because several of the project sites 
(Blissville, Maspeth, and Highbridge) lie within the coastal zone, the East Side Access Project 
must be assessed for its consistency with applicable coastal policies. 

The policies address the following specific coastal issues: public: access, recreation, develop
ment, flood and erosion hazards, water resources, fish and wildlife, scenic quality, cultural re
sources, air quality, energy, and agriculture. Overall, the project would be consistent with those 
policies, which encourage revitalization ofunderused waterfront areas, while protecting natural 
resources in the coastal zone from degradation, protecting humans from flooding and erosion, 
and, where appropriate, increasing public access to the waterfront. Reusing the Blissville or 
Maspeth and Highbridge rail yards would be fully consistent with these policies; as described 
earlier, measures would be taken to mitigate any potential for impacts related to possible con
taminated materials. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would result in disruptions and inconveniences in 
areas near the construction sites. Considering the size and scope of the project, however, the dis
ruption would be quite limited. Most of the work would occur either underground, with limited 
or no activity at the surface or in public areas, or in railroad yards that are separated from 
surrounding uses. Disruptions would occur near GCT in Manhattan, and near Northern 
Boulevard in Queens. 

The Preferred Alternative would require energy to construct new tunnels, tracks, yards, stations 
in GCT and Sunnyside, and support systems. The onetime, non-recoverable construction energy 
expenditure for either option of the Preferred Alternative is estimated at 1.6 trillion BTUs. How
ever, this expenditure would be offset by savings in energy during operation, due to a reduction 
in vehicle miles traveled as a result of the Preferred Alternative. The length of time it would take 
for the energy consumed to construct the Preferred Alternative to match the energy saved as a 
result of the operation of the Preferred Alternative (also known as the construction energy pay
back period), would be approximately 10.7 years. 

MANHATTAN 

In Manhattan, most of the work with either option would be related to the construction of the 
new tunnels deep beneath the surface. This work would not be perceptible at the surface, except 
for some possible ground-borne noise during the few weeks of construction directly under some 
buildings. In addition, both options would use the existing 63rd Street Tunnel and a staging area 
in Queens to access the tunnels, which would eliminate much of the trucking activity typically 
associated with tunnel construction such as muck removal and material and equipment delivery. 
The major effects associated with construction are outlined below. 

Due to its shallower depth, Option 1 would result in much more disruption at the street level 
than Option 2. Under Option 1, extensive cut-and-cover work lasting up to 4 years at any one lo
cation would be required along 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Streets between Park and Madison 
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A venues and 54th Street between Park and Lexington A venues. These streets are predominantly 
commercial, but do include some residential and hotel uses. The disturbances would be limited 
as much as possible through the use of traffic maintenance plans. Access to adjacent properties 
would be maintained at all times. The anticipated sources of disturbance would include dust, 
noise, and vibration during surface excavation; storage and handling of construction materials; 
and temporary reductions in sidewalk width, traffic lanes, and curbside parking. The construc
tion work at these locations would last several years. 

Option I would also require the underpinning of four buildings along the west side of Park 
Avenue-Lever House (390 Park Avenue), the Racquet & Tennis Club (370 Park Avenue), 400 
Park A venue, and 410 Park Avenue. The work would involve the temporary use of a portion of 
each basement for a period of up to 2 years. In addition to the displacement of the current users 
of each space (including the 200-space parking garage at Lever House) and the generally disrup
tive nature of construction work, the most noticeable effect would be noise and vibration during 
excavation of rock below the current basements. The excavation work could take up to 6 months 
at Lever House and the Racquet & Tennis Club, while 410 and 400 Park A venue would require 
less time. This would most likely be accomplished by controlled blasting. While the effect 
would be of very short duration (4 to 5 seconds a few times a day), they may be disconcerting 
to some building occupants. At these locations, with primarily daytime uses, all efforts would 
be made to schedule the blasting during non-work hours. 

Option 1 would also require significant work that would affect MNR operations. Work in the 
lower level of GCT related to the relocation, underpinning, or removal of existing structural 
columns would require track and platform outages on the upper level. In addition, the under
pinning of the four buildings on Park A venue and the construction of the new LIRR tunnel 
under the MNR structure between 54th and 56th Streets would require closing of some lower
level MNR tracks in this area for an estimated 3 Yz years. During the peak period, up to two 
tracks would be out of service continuously and at the same time. During off-peak hours and 
weekends, up to three tracks would be out of service at one time. These track outages would ad
versely affect MNR service, and on-time performance would be expected to deteriorate. 
Schedule resiliency, or the ability of the system to absorb delay, and the recoverability of the 
railroad in the event of equipment failure or another operational incident would be adversely 
affected for as long as the track outages are required. Measures to minimize prolonged service 
disruptions resulting from track outages would include reducing the number of tracks taken out 
of service during the peak periods and sequencing track outages to maximize the efficient 
completion of construction tasks. The optimal solution would be detennined through the use of 
a simulation model to test the effects of delays and equipment failures under a variety of track 
outages. 

With Option 2, most of the above adverse effects on MNR could be avoided. Because this op
tion would be deeper than Option 1, no underpinning would be required either for MNR tracks 
or the four Park A venue buildings. In addition, the required structural work in the lower level of 
GCT would either not be necessary or at least be much less extensive than in Option 1. This 
would eliminate the impact to MNR operations and the buildings along Park Avenue. In addi
tion, Option 2 would only require limited cut-and-cover construction. 

Construction work for new entrances and the vent plant on 44th Street would be essentially the 
same for either option. The disruptions associated with this work would be similar to other con
struction projects in New York City, and would not be considered overly disruptive. 
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The cut-and-cover work required in Manhattan would cause temporary disruptions to vehicular 
and pedestrian traffic. One curb lane and portions of the sidewalk would be closed at affected 
locations for the duration of the construction (up to 4 years at any one location in Option 1, no 
more than 2Yz years at the longest location in Option 2). One moving lane would be maintained 
for traffic. 

QUEENS 

Most of the work along the Queens alignment and in the railroad yard complex would be buf
fered from surrounding uses. Construction activities on either side ofNorthern Boulevard at 
41st A venue would in effect continue the construction activities that have been ongoing there 
for the 63rd Street Connector Project. The construction site being used for that project would 
also be used for the Preferred Alternative. This would cause some disruption (principally noise) 
at Newcomers High School at 28-01 41st Avenue, adjacent to the site. A detailed construction 
noise impact assessment including interior and exterior noise monitoring, was performed 
at Newcomers High School to quantify worst-case noise levels during the height of 
construction activities that would occur on the proposed Queens staging area adjacent to 
the school. The results of the analysis indicate that interior and exterior noise levels could 
increase by up to 10 dBA (constituting a doubling of loudness) due to project-related con
struction activities. While this increase would be temporary (the majority of work would 
occur over a 21h-year period, with minimal activity occurring on the site for another 21h 
years), the magnitude of the increase could potentially affect the learning environment in 
the classrooms facing the staging area on 29th Street. While a noise barrier would effec
tively mitigate the noise level increase for first-floor classrooms, it would be relatively inef
fective for the upper floors of the school. MTA is committed to working with Newcomers 
High School throughout the construction period to provide suitable mitigation, as dis
cussed below in section F. 

Construction of the Preferred Alternative across Northern Boulevard would result in some dis
ruption to the subway lines (E and F) under the roadway. Over an approximately 3-month 
period, followed by another 2-month period 6 months later, up to two tracks would need to be 
taken out of service at night and over the weekend. This would result in some inconvenience to 
NYCT customers requiring additional transfers and backtracking to access some local stops. 

Construction activities in Queens may require a temporary (2-year) construction easement for 
a staging area on portions of the General Motors property west of 43rd Street. This would 
displace up to 28 parking spaces at that facility, and may require relocation of the access bridge 
leading to the facility to a site adjacent to the existing bridge. 

YARD SITES 

The construction activities proposed at Blissville or Maspeth Yard, Fresh Pond Yard, and High
bridge Yard are relatively minor. It is not expected that the work at these locations would result 
in any significant adverse effects during construction. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS DURING CONSTRUCTION 

The public expenditure required for the Preferred Alternative would translate directly into jobs 
associated with construction labor itself, as well as services and materials. As a result of direct 
expenditures (under either project option), the direct employment from construction activities 
would be an estimated 14,200 person-years (a person-year is the equivalent of one employee 
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working full-time for 1 year). In addition to these jobs, the project would also result in indirect 
or secondary economic benefits, representing secondary-level expenditures by material sup
pliers, construction workers, and other employees involved with the project. This includes jobs 
in business establishments providing goods and services to the con1ractors and construction 
workers. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would generate significant economic ac
tivity throughout its construction period. An investment of this magnitude would result in tens 
of thousands of induced jobs throughout the regional and national economy. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

As a project that would use federal funds, the East Side Access Project must comply with 
Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Popula
tions and Low-Income Populations." This Executive Order is designed to ensure that each 
federal agency "shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying 
and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environ
mental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income 
populations." Executive Order 12898 also requires federal agencies to work to ensure greater 
public participation in the decision-making process. To this end, the East Side Access Project 
has an extensive public participation and community outreach program. 

Overall, the impacts of the Preferred Alternative that could not be fully mitigated would not be 
disproportionate. While impacts would occur in some locations with concentrations of low-in
come and minority residents, similar impacts would occur in other locations with populations 
without those concentrations. Furthermore, the project would provide substantial benefits that 
would affect the same broad range of people that would experience the project's impacts. The 
project would also result in decreases in vehicle miles traveled, and associated decreases in air 
pollutants, throughout the LITC as well as in the Bronx. On balance, the significant unmitigated 
impacts of the Preferred Alternative would not disproportionately affect low-income or minority 
populations. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The alternatives in the EIS are the result of decades of planning and community participation. 
The East Side Access Project development has involved the community at every step. The pri
mary goal of the public outreach program has been to create a public forum for the exchange of 
information among the project team, concerned citizens, and federal, state, and local agencies. 
Elements of the program include the following: 

• Coordination with affected community boards; 
• Public information meetings advertised via local newspapers, seat drops on MNR and LIRR, 

and a 300-person project mailing; 
• Small group meetings and presentations to interested organizations; 
• Regular meeting of a 55-person Technical Advisory Committee; 
• Regular meetings of a 200-person Citizens' Advisory Committee; 
• Targeted outreach to those who live in the immediate project area in Manhattan and Queens, 

which includes a 5,000-person mailing list; and 
• Hundreds of ongoing working meetings with affected operating agencies such as Amtrak, 

MNR, and NYCT. 

The program has reached out to major planning boards, government organizations (federal, 
state, and local), elected officials, and transportation and environmental groups throughout New 
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York City; Long Island; Westchester, Putnam, and Dutchess Counties; and New Jersey. The 
general consensus of these groups is supportive of the East Side Access Project, particularly 
with Option 2 of the Manhattan alignment. 

F. SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS AND RELOCATION 

To construct the new ventilation facility and entrances to the new concourse at GCT in 
Manhattan, the project would permanently displace approximately 10 businesses. The 
project would also require acquisition of private property and permanent easements at 
other locations in Manhattan for the new entrances, ventilation facilities, and below
ground tunnels, as well as acquisition of at least a portion of one privately owned property 
in Queens for the project's loop track, a small City-owned property in Queens for its ven
tilation structure, and a small City-owned property in the Bronx for development of 
High bridge Yard. Temporary construction easements would also be required in 
Manhattan and Queens. Displacements and relocations would be subject to 49 CFR Part 
24, Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Regulations for Federal 
and Federally Assisted Programs ("the Uniform Act"), which provides entitlements for 
property owners and qualified businesses that are displaced. MTA's Real Estate 
Department would administer the relocation program in accordance with federal rules 
and regulations. 

Once the project's final design is under way, property identification plans would be de
veloped to identify every parcel affected by the project and to define the need for 
property acquisitions and/or easements. From property identification plans, preliminary 
title reports would be obtained to ascertain the owners of record and legal descriptions of 
the parcels. The parcels would then be certified as needed for the project and the 
acquisition process initiated. 

The MTA Real Estate Department is responsible for acquiring right-of-way and other real 
estate interests necessary to complete the project. The Real Estate Department would be 
assisted by the right-of-way coordinator from the East Side Access Project team. The ac
quisition process would consist of the following six steps: identification of required real es
tate once final design information is available; appraisal of required property; acquisition, 
either through negotiation or eminent domain; settlement or litigation of any claims for ad
ditional compensation or property damage; relocation of occupants if necessary; and 
property management, including demolition of improvements. MT A will adhere to the 
federal regulations of the Uniform Act, which covers the appraisal and acquisition of real 
property, relocation services, moving payments, replacement housing payments, and 
other allowable expense payments. 

MITIGATION OF EFFECTS TO IDSTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

A Programmatic Agreement was executed by the FTA, the New York State Historic Preser
vation Officer (SHPO), and the MTA, and a copy of the Programmatic Agreement is 
included in Appendix 8 of the FE IS. This agreement specifies the measures that would be 
taken by the FTA and the MTA to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the potential adverse 
impacts of the project on historic and archaeological resources. There would be no 
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adverse effects on historic properties or archaeological resources provided that the mea
sures detailed in the Programmatic Agreement are implemented. 

For archaeological resources, the measures detailed in the Programmatic Agreement in
clude development and implementation of a soil boring program, and field testing where 
the potential for archaeological resources is confirmed to exist by soil borings or further 
evaluation. For any sites that are determined eligible for the National Register using those 
steps, where MTA also determines in consultation with SHPO that avoidance is not prac
ticable, a data recovery plan would be developed and implemented. All archaeological 
field analysis and data recovery required would be completed prior to construction activi
ties in the vicinity of affected resources. If this is not practicable, MT A, in consultation 
with SHPO, would develop a phasing plan for the archaeological and construction 
activities. 

For historic resources, the measures detailed in the Programmatic Agreement include de
velopment and implementation of a construction protection plan to ensure the protection 
of Grand Central Terminal, the Yale Club, Switch Tower Q, and the Sunnyside Yard Of
fice, and any other historic resources listed on or determined eligible for the National 
Register or designated as a New York City Landmark. Any such resource within 75 feet of 
construction activities would be included in a construction protection plan. In addition, 
the Programmatic Agreement requires development of design specifications to ensure that 
new elements constructed as part of East Side Access within Grand Central Terminal are 
compatible with the terminal's significant qualities. Design specifications would also be 
developed in coordination with SHPO for any new project elements within visual range 
of any historic resources listed on or eligible for the National Register or designated as 
New York City Landmarks. 

MITIGATION FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 

TRANSIT 

With the East Side Access Project a number of improvements would be made to elements 
of the New York City Transit Lexington Avenue line subway station at 42nd Street/Grand 
Central Terminal. These measures are designed to mitigate congestion on stairwells, plat
forms, and line-haul capacity of the Lexington A venue subway by improving circulation 
patterns and train throughput. The specific mitigation measures are listed below and illus
trated in Figure S-6: 

• Increase use of the free passage connecting NYCT fare control area 236 at the shuttle 
turnstile area entrance and fare control area 238 at the Lexington Avenue line western 
turnstile bank. 

• Create a new turnstile bank just west of fare control area 238 to attract passengers 
from the free passageway area into the mezzanine area and rei/eve use of the western 
stair/escalator bank. 

• Widen the corridor mouth into space currently occupied by the Pershing Building's 
basement to create a new stair PJO. 

• Restore stair P 16. 
• Enlarge fare control area 238's turnstile line farther east into the mezzanine area. 
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Increases in demand for bus service in the vicinity of Grand Central Terminal would be 
mitigated by NYCT as demand dictates, through the adjustment of bus schedules and fre
quencies, as is their policy. 

PEDESTRIAN FLOWS 

Increased pedestrian flows in Grand Central Terminal would result in a significant adverse 
impact at the escalator bank leading to the New York Transit Museum store on the west 
side of the Main Concourse. Partial mitigation for this impact could be achieved through 
redirection of the escalator so both elements operate in the peak direction, if warranted 
upon completion of the project. 

Outside the terminal, for significant impacts on sidewalks and at crosswalks due to the in
crease in pedestrian activity in the Grand Central Terminal area, mitigation measures iden
tified include widening of crosswalks in some locations. In other locations, the New York 
City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) may choose to limit sidewalk vendors 
and/or street furniture such as newspaper kiosks and flower boxes to create more 
sidewalk capacity. These measures would be implemented if NYCDOT deems them war
ranted upon project completion. 

TRAFFIC 

Increased taxi activity on streets near Grand Central Terminal would result in significant 
adverse impacts at up to 7 2 intersections during peak hours. Mitigation for these impacts, 
which is the responsibility of the NYCDOT as part of their normal procedures, consists of 
standard traffic engineering improvements, such as signal phasing and timing 
modifications, more restrictive parking regulations, and by providing exclusive phases 
(e.g., left-turn arrows) for turning movements at some intersections to minimize conflicts 
with crossing pedestrians (see Table S-4). These measures would be implemented if the 
NYCDOT deems them warranted upon project completion. 

Traffic increases in the vicinity of some LIRR stations on Long Island would also require 
mitigation via standard traffic engineering improvements such as the installation of traffic 
signals at unsignalized intersections, signal phasing and/or timing modifications at sig
nalized intersections, lane re-striping, offsetting centerlines oF streets where it would be 
necessary to gain additional capacity in one direction, and more restrictive parking 
regulations. Responsibility for implementation of these mitigation measures lies with the 
local jurisdictions affected. 

PARKING 

Parking shortfalls at LIRR stations on Long Island, which occur in the existing condition 
and are predicted for both the No Action and Preferred Alternatives, would be mitigated 
on a station-by-station basis, through the LIRR's existing Parking Program. This program 
involves working with the local jurisdictions that own, operate, and maintain parking fa
cilities at LIRR stations to identify and implement appropriate improvements. For the 
parking facilities affected by East Side Access, the range of parking mitigation measures 
could include consideration of one or more of the following on a station-by-station basis: 
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Table S-4 

Summary of Traffic Mitigation Measures for the 
Preferred Alternative 2010, Grand Central Terminal Area 

Intersection Mitigation Measure 

AM PEAK HOUR 

Madison Avenue and 4 7 st Street Prohibit parking on north side of EB lanes to create a left-turn lane; 
provide a protected EB LT phase. 

Park Avenue and 42nd Street Prohibit parking on the NB lanes to provide 2 RT/7 LT lanes; adjust 
signal timing to provide protected NB movement. 

Park Avenue and 46th Street Remove parking on the 58 lanes to provide 2 LT/ 2 RT lanes. 

Park Avenue and 47th Street Provide protected NB/58 phase. 

Park Avenue and 48th Street Provide a protected NB/58 phase; dayf1ght the south curb of the 
EB approach. 

Lexington Avenue and 43rd Street Provide protected WB signal phase. 

Third Avenue and 4 7 st Street Provide protected EBIWB signal phase. 

Third Avenue and 42nd Street Provide protected EBIWB SiRna! phase. 

Third Avenue and 43rd Street Prohibit parking on north side of WB lanes to create an exclusive 
RT lane; provide protected WB SiRna! phase. 

Third Avenue and 45th Street Prohibit parking on north side of WB lanes to create an exclusive 
RT lane. 

Third Avenue and 46th Street Prohibit parking on north side of EB lanes to create an exclusive LT 
lane. 

Third Avenue and 48th Street Prohibit parking on north side of E 8 lanes to create an exclusive L T 
lane. 

MIDDAY PEAK HOUR 

Park Avenue and 42nd Street Prohibit parking on north side of EB lanes to create 2 RT/7 LT 
lanes; adjust signal timing to provide a protected NB movement 
and shift green time from the NB phase to the EBIWBphase. 

Park Avenue and 48th Street Same as AM. 

Lexington Avenue and 43rd Street Same as AM. 

Third Avenue and 42nd Street Provide protected NB signal phase; shift green time from the NB 
phase to the EB/WB phase; prohibit parking on westside of EB 
lanes. 

Third Avenue and 43rd Street Shift ween time from the NB phase to the WB phase. 

Third Avenue and 48th Street Prohibit parking on north side of EB lanes to create an exclusive LT 
lane. 

PM PEAK HOUR 

Sixth Avenue and 42nd Street Prohibit parking along the NB lanes to provide 2 RT/7 LT; adjust 
signal timing to provide a protected NB movement and shift green 
time from the NB phase to the EBIWB phase. 

Park Avenue and 42nd Street Same as midday. 

Park Avenue and 47th Street Provide protected NB/58 SiRna/ phase. 

Park Avenue and 48th Street Same as AM. 

Lexington Avenue and 43rd Street Same as AM. 

Third Avenue and 41st Street Prohibit parking on north side of WB lanes. 

Third Avenue and 42nd Street Same as AM. 

Third Avenue and 43rd Street Same as midday. 
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• Re-striping of existing surface parking lots to increase capacity, expansion of existing 
lots, or construction of new lots. 

• Construction of parking garages atop existing surface lots or at new locations. 

• Modification of train service and schedules to improve or increase service at stations 
with available parking or where parking could be added more easily. 

• Institution of fare policy changes to attract riders to a new station by shifting one or 
more stations from one fare zone to another. 

• Increase of existing bus service to stations to promote bus use. Free or heavily sub
sidized fares and combination fare tickets could also be considered. 

• Implementation of new station-oriented feeder bus service or jitney service, with local 
riders or a local Chamber of Commerce or Business Improvement District group de
signing the route themselves. 

• Substantial improvements to and prioritization of pick-up/drop-off facilities to increase 
pick-up/drop-off activity and reduce parking demand. 

• Provision of preferential parking areas for carpoolers, with enforcement. Consideration 
could also be given to decreasing parking charges for carpoolers, although this is gen
erally outside of LIRR jurisdiction, since the vast majority of station parking facilities 
are owned, operated, and maintained by local governmental bodies, and not LIRR. 

• Construction of new station(s) near or between two major stations where parking de
mands greatly exceed parking availability. 

• Provision of bicycle racks and/or lockers to promote increased bicycle use for access 
to stations. 

MITIGATION FOR AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

The standard traffic engineering measures implemented to mitigate traffic impacts at the 
intersections of 48th Street and Park and Third Avenues (see Table S-4) would also miti
gate the air quality impact predicted for the intersection of 48th Street and Madison Ave
nue absent the mitigation. 

MITIGATION FOR NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACTS 

Design features would be incorporated into the project to mitigate its potential ground
borne noise impacts along the project route in Manhattan and Queens. Resilient rail fas
tenings and ties would be used in project tunnels in Manhattan to avoid potential ground
borne noise impacts. In Queens, potential ground-borne no1se impacts would be miti
gated through the use of floating slabs, resiliently supported ties and fasteners, or ballast 
mats as needed at certain locations. 

While certain segments of the LIRR system would experience wayside noise impacts of up 
to 3 dBA more than existing levels as a result of the additional train service, it is not prac
tical to install noise barriers due to the extensive wall length that would be required. At the 
portions of the Port jefferson Branch where noise impacts are predicted, the construction 
of sound barrier walls would cost approximately $2.3 million per mile. The size of the 
existing system-with more than 700 trains a day and more than 365 miles of 
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right-of-way-prohibits the LIRR from considering mitigation measures for impacts related 
to changes in the operating plan. It is LIRR policy to consider noise mitigation only for 
railroad extension projects and new yard locations. 

MITIGATION FOR CONTAMINATED MATERIALS 

During construction, the East Side Access Project would require excavation and distur
bance of soil, including tunnel spoil. For materials that would not be used on-site, testing 
would be performed to determine appropriate disposal options. 

Building on the initial sampling effort performed for the EIS, a comprehensive program to 
sample, analyze, delineate, and quantify contamination within each of the construction 
areas would be developed. Findings Reports would be prepared that document the on
site sampling and analytical efforts, and quantify and delineate the contamination found. 
Site-specific Construction Containment Management Plans (CCMPs) would be prepared 
based on the conclusions in the Findings Reports. The CCMPs would describe the require
ments for handling, management, treatment, and disposal of contaminated materials 
encountered during construction. In the case of groundwater contamination, 
containment, treatment, and discharge options would be included in the CCMP. 

The approach to mitigation of soil and groundwater conditions would include the 
following: 

• NYSOEC approvals and/or permits for activities relating to the remediation of oil or 
hazardous substances would be sought. In accordance with regulations governing 
Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites, the project would be constructed so as not 
to interfere significantly with any proposed or ongoing program to remediate con
ditions in Sunnyside Yard. If oil contamination is discovered in connection with the 
project, the requirements of the New York State Navigation Law (spill reporting and 
others) would be followed. 

• Potentially contaminated soils would be excavated and stockpiled on polyethylene 
sheeting until they can be tested and if necessary, removed for off-site disposal at an 
appropriate facility. Depending on the quantities and locations of contaminated soils, 
other mitigation technologies would also be used. All soil disposal from Sunnyside 
Yard would be coordinated with Amtrak. 

• Groundwater mitigation would include ongoing monitoring and treatment of water re
moved during dewatering operations, and monitoring the plume of separate-phase 
PCB-contaminated oil in Sunnyside Yard to assure there is no migration into the 
project area. The permanent placement of low permeability barriers (e.g., slurry walls) 
around the project area would also prevent contaminated groundwater from entering 
the project area. NYSDEC dewatering permits (6 NYCRR §602) for the operation of 
wells to withdraw water would be obtained prior to construction activities, where 
required. 

MITIGATION FOR IMPACTS TO NATURAL RESOURCES 

Pollution source reduction techniques and prevention strategies, as recommended by the 
EPA Office of Pollution Prevention, would be incorporated into the design of the cleaning 
and maintenance facilities to be constructed in Arch Street Yard, Fresh Pond Yard, and 
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Highbridge Yard. These facilities would use detergents, oil, and solvents, but their use 
would be limited to within enclosed buildings. An industrial discharge evaluation would 
be conducted and pre-treatment systems would be designed and specified to comply 
with federal Industrial Pretreatment Program regulations as administered by NYCDEP, 
NYSDEC requirements for new discharges, and all other applicable standards and 
guidelines. 

At project sites where new facilities (e.g., additional buildings or an increase in the paved 
area) could lead to additional runoff, stormwater systems would be used to collect runoff 
that is generated from the affected areas. Any existing storm drainage systems would be 
evaluated for condition, regulatory compliance, and capacity. The systems would be re
habilitated, replaced, or supplemented with new systems for new yard development. To 
handle the sediment and sand expected in the stormwater runoff from paved parking 
areas and service aisles, storm water would be collected and piped through a gross parti
cle separator (CPS) before discharging into a storm drain trunk line feeding to a storm
water oil/waste separator. 

MITIGATION FOR CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

LAND USE AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS 

In the vicinity of project construction areas in Manhattan and Queens, access would be 
maintained to adjacent land uses at all times. In areas where sidewalks or street lanes are 
being closed for extended periods of time, standard practices for maintaining pedestrian 
and vehicular access would be followed. These practices would include providing 
alternate routes of entry into buildings for employees, residents, and deliveries; providing 
appropriate signage to direct people to these alternate entrances; establishing a traffic 
management plan to ensure vehicular access to affected buildings; and implementing an 
outreach program to share construction schedules, potential impacts, and mitigation mea
sures with local retailers, businesses, and residents. 

HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The Programmatic Agreement executed for the East Side Access Project sets forth re
quirements for mitigation measures to protect historic and archaeological resources during 
construction. Most importantly, these include development and implementation of 
construction protection plans for all resources that are eligible for or listed on the National 
Register or designated as New York City Landmarks that are in the vicinity of project con
struction activities. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Construction between 44th and 55th Streets in Manhattan would require closing side
walks and vehicular traffic lanes and could cause changes to vehicular traffic patterns in 
the vicinity of traffic lane closures. To minimize any potential impacts of construction ac
tivities on traffic, Maintenance and Protection of Traffic Plans (MPTs) would be developed 
and implemented. At all times, at least one moving travel lane would be maintained on 
each affected street. On streets where lane closures would be necessary, on-street parking 
would be prohibited and parking regulations would be changed to "No Standing 
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Anytime" to ensure continued vehicular flow. Access to loading areas and driveways 
would be maintained during construction. 

In Queens, disruption of traffic would be minimized at Northern Boulevard by limiting 
construction activities to nighttime hours when practical and covering excavated areas to 
maintain traffic flow at street level while underpinning is under way. Similarly, any lane 
closures associated with work on the Sunnyside station would occur only during off-peak 
hours, during weekends, or at night. To the maximum extent possible, the existing rail in
frastructure would be used to transport materials to and from the various construction 
sites. In the event that rail is not used to transport the Manhattan and Queens tunnel spoil 
from the stockpile site in Yard A, as well as for the delivery of construction material, a 
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic Plan (MPT) would be developed and implemented 
for Northern Boulevard between 42nd Place and 41st Avenue. Measures to minimize the 
effects of construction traffic would include standard temporary traffic engineering solu
tions such as on-street parking limitations, lane restripings, dedicated turn lanes, and traf
fic control personnel. 

Detailed construction staging plans would be developed and implemented to minimize 
disruptions to LIRR, Metro-North, NYCT, Amtrak, and Nj Transit service during construc
tion of East Side Access. In coordination with Amtrak, project schedules would be de
veloped for all work that could affect Amtrak operations at Sunnyside Yard. Construction 
would be staged so that access is available at all times to Amtrak's High-Speed Service & 
Inspection facility. Disruptions to New York City Transit subway service in Queens related 
to construction work near Northern Boulevard would be minimized to the extent possible 
by requiring track outages on weekday nights and weekends rather than during the 
workday. 

AIR QUALITY 

All appropriate dust control measures-including watering of exposed areas and dust 
covers for trucks-would be employed to minimize the effects of construction on nearby 
people or buildings. The Queens MPT would be designed to minimize the vehicular con
gestion and associated air quality problems. To the maximum extent possible, the existing 
rail infrastructure would be used to transport materials to and from the various con
struction sites. 

At the tunnel ventilation shaft in Queens where the tunnels are vented, the shaft would be 
equipped with air pollution control equipment at its exhaust point to minimize particulate 
matter. 

NOISE 

The construction contracts would include specifications related to blasting operations, re
quiring the contractors to implement a program to minimize noise impacts. Modern 
blasting techniques- such as timed multiple charges, blastmats, etc.- would be em
ployed to lessen the severity of blasting noise levels. 

To minimize disruptions at Newcomers High School, adjacent to the construction staging 
and tunnel access shaft in Long Island City, Queens, MT A would work with represen
tatives from the school to develop a plan to mitigate the construction-related noise effects. 
Such a plan would include sound-insulating construction fencing and the installation of 
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double-glazed windows or air conditioning units. MT A would continue to coordinate with 
school representatives throughout the construction period to address problems if they 
arise. 

At the site of cut-and-cover sections in Manhattan and in Queens in the vicinity of 
Northern Boulevard, as well as near the Harold Interlocking work east of 43rd Street in 
Queens, noise from construction activities would result in disruptions at surrounding re
ceptors. At locations where it is feasible, plywood barriers would be constructed around 
the excavation of cut-and-cover sections to reduce noise levels. 

VIBRATION 

With respect to mitigation of vibration during construction, the following controls would 
be implemented: 

• A preconstruction survey of any structure likely to be affected by the construction ac
tivities would be performed and threshold or limiting values of each structure's ability 
to withstand the loads and displacements due to construction vibrations would be 
established. Detailed construction specifications that impose reasonable acceptance 
criteria would be included in construction contracts. 

• Site-specific vibration control plans would be developed by the contractor and best 
management practices to limit vibration would be employed, including the following: 

1. Use of deep saw-cuts to minimize the transmission of vibrations from pavement
breaking operations to foundations of nearby structures. 

2. Use of concrete cutters on pavement surfaces instead of pavement breakers, 
where practical. 

3. Use of vibratory rather than impact pile drivers where feasible for installation of 
retaining walls and other structural elements. 

4. Routing of truck traffic and heavy equipment to avoid impacts to sensitive 
receptors. 

5. Conducting vibration monitoring during highly disruptive construction activities, 
such as pile driving and drilling, particularly if situated within 150 feet of a sensi
tive receptor. 

6. Properly securing street decking over cut-and-cover excavations. 

7. Scheduling of work to limit nighttime impacts in residential areas. 

8. Heightened attention and controls when working in historic districts and near his
toric structures. 

9. Minimizing the duration of vibration impacts. 

• Vibration levels would be monitored by the contractor in the foundations of nearby 
buildings during all blasting activities. U.S. Bureau of Mines Standards for maximum 
air blast, New York State Department of Transportation standard specifications, and, 
in Sunnyside Yard, Amtrak specifications for blasting would be followed. 
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• Special measures set forth by the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 
and the New York City Buildings Department would be taken into account to protect 
historic resources from increased vibration levels associated with construction activi
ties. Contractors working within 150 feet of historic structures or residences would be 
required to establish and monitor construction methods to limit vibration to levels that 
would not cause structural damage, as determined by the preconstruction survey. 

• A project-wide vibration monitoring program would be developed and implemented 
to minimize vibration levels from blasting, TBM operations, and general construction 
activities at nearby sensitive receptors. A complaint response procedure would be uti
lized to promptly address community concerns and implement additional control 
methods where necessary. 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and an Erosion Control Plan would be developed 
to comply with the permitting requirements of the NYSDEC State Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (SPDES) permits. Contract specifications would require that best man
agement practices be employed to minimize soil erosion and other effects of storm water 
runoff These include the use of silt fences, straw bales, vegetative covers, etc. At all con
struction sites, a rodent control program would be employed. The project would demon
strate that work performed in floodplains (Highbridge Yard, Blissville Yard and portions 
of Arch Street Yard, Yard A and Sunnyside Yard) meets NYSDEC criteria (NYCRR Part 
502). 

Throughout the project area, regular settlement monitoring of overlying properties and 
streets would be performed to ensure that construction impacts remain within permitted 
ranges. Threshold (trigger) limits would be established for any settlements recorded, so 
that mitigation measures can be instituted ahead of any potential damage. Similarly, settle
ment and groundwater levels at Sunnyside Yard would be monitored throughout con
struction. Corrective measures would be maintained on standby for immediate implemen
tation if specified levels are being approached or exceeded. 

UTILITIES 

Prior to construction of the project, detailed investigation and engineering design would 
determine all of the utilities that could be affected by project construction. A detailed field 
survey would be conducted and a utility relocation report prepared. Utilities located in 
areas of construction would either be protected and maintained during construction or re
located temporarily or permanently (in the case of some sewers), without interruption in 
service, if maintenance is not feasible. 

SAFETY AND SECURITY 

Standard safety and security measures would be followed and the most stringent provi
sions of the applicable statutes and regulations of New York City and New York State, and 
the Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, pertaining to 
the safe performance of the work, would be observed. In the few instances where con
tractors would obstruct sidewalk pedestrian areas in the performance of their work, pro
tective sidewalk sheds, barricades, warning signs, and other items to protect the public 
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would be provided. All sites would be secured during construction to prevent trespass, 
theft, and vandalism. A project-wide environmental health and safety plan would be de
veloped for the project to delineate project-wide policies and requirements for railroad 
safety, construction safety, environmental safety and industrial hygiene. Construction con
tractors would be required to develop and implement site-specific Health and Safety 
Plans. 

G. SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT OF ILLUSTRATIVE LONG ISLAND 
STORAGE YARDS 

As described earlier, the FEIS includes an illustrative assessment of the types of impacts 
that could occur from future development of nighttime storage yards in Nassau and 
Suffolk Counties. The assessment is presented to address potential environmental effects 
related to the project's incremental need for nighttime storage facilities. The analyses in 
the FEIS in no way preclude or replace the full site selection and environmental review 
process that will occur in the future for the new storage yards. 

The assessment considered the full range of environmental impacts analyzed in the FEIS, 
and concluded that, depending on their specific locations, new yards in Nassau and Suf
folk Counties for storage and servicing of LIRR trains might have the following types of 
potential impacts (see also Table S-5). As noted in Table S-5, even with mitigation, some 
impacts would not be fully mitigated. 

• Yard sites located near residential uses would have the potential to have significant 
adverse impacts on land use, community character, and visual character. Mitigation 
would consist of vegetated walls or buffers between the yard and sensitive uses. Of 
the sites analyzed in the FEIS, this was true for the Babylon and Riverhead sites. 

• Any yard site developed on property not currently owned by the LIRR would need to 
be acquired. If any active uses are present, these would be displaced. 

• All sites would require review and coordination with SHPO to identify any historic 
and archaeological resources and appropriate mitigation measures for any potential 
impacts. 

• Significant adverse noise impacts on adjacent uses might result from introduction of 
new yards. The analysis indicated that potential impacts are more likely at yards for 
diesel trains than those for electric trains. Mitigation would consist of 1 0-foot-high 
noise barriers, where appropriate. 

• In terms of natural resources, any new yard proposed on Long Island would be lo
cated above Nassau and Suffolk Counties' sole source aquifer, which is protected by 
federal, state, and local regulations. Wastewater would be discharged to sewers 
where they are available; where they are not, wastewater from toilets would be re
moved by truck and wastewater from cleaning would be discharged to a leaching 
field as and to the extent appropriate under the circumstances. These measures would 
be adequate to protect the sole source aquifer. Any sites located near freshwater wet
lands or Critical Environmental Areas would need to demonstrate minimal impact on 
those resources. 
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Analysis Area 

Land Use, 
Zoning, and 
Public Policy 

Social 
Conditions 

Property 
Acquisitions 

Visual Quality 

Historic 
Resources 

Archaeological 
Resources 

Noise 

Contaminated 
Materials 

Natural 
Resources 

Construction 
Impacts: 
Natural 
Resources 

Table S-5 
Summary of Adverse Effects and Mitigation 

for Illustrative Yard Sites on Long Island 
Unmitigated 

Effects Mitigation Impacts 

Potential/and use conflicts with sur- Buffers consisting of landscaped walls and/ Impact would 
rounding uses at Babylon and Riverhead or vegetated areas would be constructed remain partially 
yard sites. Potential impacts from displace- around new yards at Babylon and unmitigated at 
ment of farmland at Yaphank East, Riverhead. Riverhead. 
Yaphank West, and Riverhead sites. 

Adverse impact to character of residential The yards would be buffered from adjacent Impact would 
communities surrounding Babylon and or nearby properties by a landscaped wall remain partially 
Riverhead yard sites. Development of or vegetated area. unmitigated at 
Babylon site would also require displace- Riverhead. 
ment of 5 residences. 

Permanent acquisition of any yard site The properties would be acquired following None. 
selected. Could involve displacement of the requirements of New York State. 
active uses. 

Potential for impacts at Babylon, Yaphank Buffers consisting of landscaped walls or Impact would 
East, and Riverhead Yard sites. vegetated areas would be provided around remain partially 

those new yards. unmitigated at 
Riverhead. 

Potential demolition of Pilgrim Hospital Ongoing consultation with SHPO regarding None. 
structures on Long Island would constitute design alternatives if this site is selected. 
a significant adverse impact. 

Impacts would occur if significant archaeo- Ongoing consultation with SHPO as de- None. 
logical resources exist at yard sites se- tailed in a Programmatic Agreement re-
lected. All sites but Cerro Wire have po- garding further analysis and design of miti-
tential for resources. f!.ative measures. 

Noise impact at site of potential new train A noise wall would be constructed around None. 
storage yard in Riverhead. the yard. 

Potential for exposure to contaminated Sampling, analysis, delineation and quantifi- None. 
materials during construction. cation of contamination prior to construe-

tion; development of site-specific CCMPs 
based on findinf!.S of the samplinf!. prowam. 

Babylon site could affect Sampwams Minimize clearing at Yaphank East and None. 
Creek (freshwater wetland that connects Pilgrim Hospital sites. 
to Critical Environmental Area). Comply with runoff management policies of 
Yaphank East site could affect Carmans Coastal Zone Management Program at 
River (New York State Wild and Scenic Riverhead. 
River, freshwater wetlands, floodplain). 
Potential for impact on protected grassland 
species. 

Pilgrim Hospital site could affect fresh-
water wetland and Edgewood oak brush 
plains habitat, also a significant ground-
water protection area. 

Riverhead site near wetlands that are part 
of a critical natural resources area under 
the Peconic Estuary Program. 

Potential increased erosion and storm- Preparation of soil and sedimentation con- None. 
water runoff during construction. trol Plan and other SPDES permitting 

requirements. 
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Other sites may have specific, site-related natural resources issues requiring further in
vestigation. Three of the sites analyzed in the FEIS- Yaphank East, Pilgrim Hospital, 
and Riverhead-serve as examples. The Yaphank East site analyzed in the FEIS would 
have to be designed to minimize clearing of forested land so as to avoid impacts to 
the nearby Carmans River, a New York State Wild and Scenic River with surrounding 
freshwater wetlands, and further study would be required to determine whether a 
federally endangered grassland species identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
is present on the site. As another example, the Pilgrim Hospital site is in the Oak Brush 
Plains significant groundwater protection area. Depending on the extent of washing 
activities that are being considered, containment and/or pretreatment facilities may be 
required to protect groundwater. A small portion of the Pilgrim Hospital site is 
wooded and is part of the 1,400 acres of Edgewood oak brush plains habitat that are 
found in this area. Minimizing clearing of natural pitch-pine scrub-oak forest at this 
site would be required to preserve natural groundwater recharge at the site. While 
there is the potential for certain state-protected plant species to be present in this habi
tat, given the prior disturbances from the construction of the nearby Sagtikos Parkway 
and within the hospital grounds itself, it is not considered likely that the area of impact 
hosts these species. The Riverhead yard site is located close to the Saw Mill Creek and 
its wetlands, which together are a critical natural resources area under the Peconic Es
tuary Program. Therefore, development at the Riverhead Yard site would need to 
strictly comply with the nonpoint source management measures defined by the Coas
tal Zone Management Program, to ensure controlled runoff and minimized pollutant 
concentrations. Surface runoff control structures would be evaluated for their effec
tiveness and installed as appropriate. 

• All sites would require evaluation of potential contaminated materials in the soil and 
groundwater through a Phase I environmental assessment. 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

The Federal Transit Administration (FT A) and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(MT A), in cooperation with the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR), propose the East Side Access 
Project, to provide direct access for LIRR riders to Grand Central Terminal (GCT) at Park Ave
nue and 42nd Street. The proposed project is the locally preferred alternative, recommended 
after careful consideration of a full range of alternatives in the Major Investment Study (MIS) 
for the Long Island Transportation Corridor (LITC), which was completed in April 1998. 

This chapter discusses the need for the proposed East Side Access Project. The following sec
tions identify the project, define the current and future travel problems in the LITC, describe the 
project's background and current planning context, present the project's goals, and outline the 
review and approval process for the project. These discussions summarize the work of the 
project's MIS as updated with the results of the EIS analyses. 

B. IDENTIFICATION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

As shown in Figures 1-1 and 1-2, the proposed action would bring passengers to GCT by 
constructing connections from the LIRR Main Line and Port Washington tracks south of 
Sunnyside Yard (in Queens) to the lower level of the existing 63rd Street Tunnel under the East 
River and from there to GCT. The new connecting tunnel in Queens would pass beneath Long 
Island City at approximately 41st Avenue; in Manhattan, the connecting tunnel would curve 
southward from the existing tunnel at 63rd Street and approximately Second A venue toward 
Park A venue, where it would continue to GCT. 

The proposed action also offers the opportunity to create a new station to serve customers at 
Sunnyside and Long Island City, Queens. This station, adjacent to Sunnyside Yard near Queens 
Boulevard, would offer LIRR service to Penn Station. The station would also be constructed to 
permit future expansion for possible use by Amtrak and/or New Jersey Transit (NJ Transit) 
trains. 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (F£/5) considers the potential impacts of the East 
Side Access Project in the LITC, which is broadly defined to encompass the majority of origins, 
destinations, and routes of those traveling between Long Island and New York City. It therefore 
consists of Manhattan, Queens and Brooklyn, and Nassau and Suffolk Counties. 

The proposed action is critical for the future of the LITC. Without the project, transportation 
conditions in the corridor will deteriorate: 

• The LIRR will not be able to accommodate demand for service into Manhattan, causing se
vere overcrowding on peak hour trains. 
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• Commutes on the LIRR characterized by crowding and delays will continue to be followed 
by time-consuming trips to East Midtown by many LIRR commuters, causing millions of 
person-hours of delay each year. 

• Inadequate transit service will worsen already serious congestion on the region's roads and 
highways, as residents of Long Island and eastern Queens choose to drive to avoid the 
growing inconvenience of mass transit. 

• Commuters in aggregate will travel hundreds of thousands of miles in automobiles, wor
sening already poor air quality conditions. 

C. PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION 

The New York Metropolitan Area is the most transit dependent region in the United States. Ac
cording to 1990 Census journey-to-work data, some 2 million people travel to and from work in 
Manhattan each day, and the great majority arrive by public transportation: approximately 58 
percent take subways or buses and 13 percent commute by rail from the suburbs. However, the 
transit/rail system, by far the largest in the nation, is more than 70 years old. It has not expanded 
at the rate of the region's population and employment, and its routes and terminals do not fully 
meet the needs of those it serves. These problems extend beyond mere travel inconvenience and 
potentially threaten the region's environment, economy, and character. The discussion below 
describes the regional transportation network and focuses on the LITC and its problems. 

EXISTING REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION NETWORK 

The 31-county New York-Connecticut-New Jersey Metropolitan region contains a vast network 
of transportation services. The oldest components of the network are the regional rail and transit 
systems, built to transport passengers and freight throughout the area and beyond. Today, the 
passenger rail system serves mostly commuters traveling to and from the Central Business 
District (CBD) in Manhattan. The largest component of the commuter rail and transit network 
is the MTA system, which serves commuters from suburban counties in New York State and 
Connecticut and within New York City. 

The regional highway system serves local, regional, and national vehicular traffic, moving 
freight, long-distance travelers, commuters, and local trip-makers. The regional roadways are 
linked to the island ofManhattan via 16 bridges and 4 tunnels. Within Manhattan, the vast ma
jority of surface roads are local streets. 

Beginning in the early 17th century, from the foot of what now is Old Fulton Street in Brooklyn 
to the Wall Street area, Manhattan's location adjacent to New York Harbor has fostered a long 
tradition of ferry service. Today, there are a number of ferry options for commuters, from Staten 
Island, across the East River, and across the Hudson River. Regional network components are 
described in more detail below and shown in Figure 1-3. 

TRANSIT CONNECTIONS FROM NORTH AND EAST 

Commuters coming into the CBD from the north and east, in Westchester, Putnam, and 
Dutchess Counties, southwestern Connecticut, Upper Manhattan, the Bronx, Long Island, 
Queens, and Brooklyn, rely most heavily on the MTA's five types of transit service-LIRR, 
MNR, New York City Transit (NYCT) subway, NYCT bus, and Long Island Bus (LI Bus)-to 
get to their jobs. These five MT A providers carry more than 1.9 billion riders each year, or more 
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than 6.0 million riders each weekday, accounting for nearly two out of every three rapid transit 
trips and half of all commuter rail trips in the nation. 

MNR brings more than 70,000 passengers into GCT each weekday morning during the peak 
period (6 to 10 AM). Serving Manhattan, Bronx, Westchester, Dutchess, and Putnam Counties, 
and Connecticut (as well as Rockland and Orange Counties in cooperation with NJ Transit), 
MNR is the second largest commuter rail system in the United States, carrying 67 million pas
sengers in 1999 over 340 route miles serving 120 stations. MNR is currently the sole railroad 
user ofGCT. All MNR trains serving areas east of the Hudson River operate on three lines-the 
Hudson, the Harlem, and the New Haven-that cross the Harlem River to enter Manhattan, and 
then travel south on a viaduct above Park Avenue to 96th Street. From 96th Street, the tracks run 
beneath Park Avenue to GCT. At GCT, the tracks fan out and separate into two levels. The 
westernmost tracks of the lower level serve as MNR's Madison Yard, used for midday storage 
and maintenance. Most other MNR tracks serve trains carrying passengers into the terminal. 

TRANSIT CONNECTIONS FROM WEST OF THE HUDSON 

Commuters coming into Manhattan from west of the Hudson River rely heavily on NJ Transit 
trains, the Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) train, Amtrak trains, Hudson River ferries, and 
a number of buses operated by NJ Transit and private carriers. NJ Transit also operates service 
for MNR on the New York portion of the Pascack Valley and Port Jervis lines. While ferries 
operate into two primary piers on the west side of Manhattan-at 38th Street and at Battery Park 
City-all other public transportation into Manhattan from New Jersey is funneled through or 
over seven river crossings: the George Washington Bridge, Lincoln Tunnel, and Holland Tun
nel, which carry buses; the rail tunnel that carries NJ Transit and Amtrak trains to and from 
Penn Station; and two PATH tunnels, which carry commuters from Newark, Jersey City, and 
Hoboken, including those who have transferred from NJ Transit trains. Many of the commuter 
buses use the Exclusive Bus Lane on Route 495 to make direct connections to the Lincoln Tun
nel and the Port Authority Bus Terminal. 

NJ Transit has traditionally run trains from two of its three Newark Division lines-Northeast 
Corridor and North Jersey Coast--directly into Penn Station (commuters on the Raritan Valley 
line transfer at Newark for these trains). Commuters on Hoboken lines-the Morris and Essex 
line, Main line, Bergen line, Pascack Valley line, and Port Jervis line-were routed to Hoboken, 
where they transferred to PATH or ferry service. In June 1996, NJ Transit initiated Midtown Di
rect service, which gave select trains from its Morris and Essex line a one-seat ride into Penn 
Station. (See "Current Planning Context" below for more information about NJ Transit projects 
related to Penn Station.) 

Amtrak's Northeast Corridor line, which runs from Washington, D.C., in the south to Boston in 
the north, uses Penn Station as its only stop in New York City. Each year, approximately 38 per
cent of Amtrak's total national riders begin or end their trips in Penn Station, New York. 
Numerous commuters use Amtrak's service between Philadelphia and New York to make their 
daily commutes. 

THE REGIONAL HIGHWAY NETWORK 

In addition to the public transit system described above, a dense network of heavily used high
ways, local roads, and bridges bring almost 900,000 people into Manhattan each day, via 20 
river crossings. Major interstate highways and state/local parkways form the network of regional 
roads that brings commuters to Manhattan. The New Jersey Turnpike, Garden State Parkway, 
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Palisades Parkway, and the New York Thruway (1-87) are major north-south highways west of 
the Hudson River; these either connect to east-west feeders, which bring vehicles to the Holland 
and Lincoln Tunnels and the George Washington Bridge, or, in the case of the Thruway, bring 
travelers directly over the Hudson (on the Tappan Zee Bridge). 

From the north and northeast, the Henry Hudson Parkway, the Hutchmson River Parkway, the 
New York Thruway, Broadway (U.S. Route 9), and the New England Thruway (1-95) funnel 
vehicles across the Harlem and East Rivers into Manhattan. Bringing travelers from Long 
Island, the Long Island Expressway and Grand Central Parkway (which becomes the Northern 
State Parkway farther east) end at the Queens-Midtown tunnel and Triborough Bridge, respec
tively. Queens Boulevard (Route 25 farther east) terminates at the Queensboro Bridge, the most 
heavily traveled East River crossing. This bridge also receives traffic flows from the Brooklyn
Queens Expressway, which links the Grand Central Parkway to Brooklyn and points south. 
Long Island's highways also feed into Manhattan via the Belt Parkway to the Brooklyn-Battery 
Tunnel or to the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway and then to any one of three Brooklyn-to-Man
hattan East River Bridges (Brooklyn, Manhattan, Williamsburg). 

LONG ISLAND TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR 

Employed residents living in the LITC make up approximately 40 percent of the metropolitan 
area's total employed population who work outside the home (trip-based labor force). According 
to the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC), more than 440,000 commu
ters travel from homes in Queens, Nassau, and Suffolk Counties to jobs in Manhattan each day. 
They do so using four primary modes of travel: LIRR, NYCT subways, NYCT and LI buses, 
and automobiles. The following sections provide a brief discussion of each of these modes of 
travel: how they came about, the areas they cover, and whom they serve. 

LONG ISLAND RAIL ROAD 

The LIRR was originally constructed to shorten travel time to Boston; passengers traveled 
through the center of the Island to Greenport, boarded a ferry to Stonington, Connecticut, and 
continued via train to Boston. Its first train ran on April 18, 1836, and the majority of its current 
track system was built between the 1830's and 1900. The construction of the LIRR's 10 
branches-along with its connection directly into Penn Station through two East River tunnels 
in 191 0-played a major role in shaping development on Long Island, by significantly cutting 
travel times into Manhattan. 

The LIRR is the busiest commuter railroad in North America, with an average total daily rider
ship of269,400 passenger trips on 740 trains each weekday and a total annual ridership of 82.2 
million passengers in 1999. Its 10 branches consist of 365 route miles and 124 stations, serving 
the area from Montauk and Greenport on eastern Long Island's South and North Forks, to its 
primary western terminal: Penn Station in Manhattan, approximately 120 miles away (see 
Figure 1-4). All branches except Port Washington run through Jamaica Station, where passen
gers on some non-dual mode diesel trains switch to electric trains for the ride to Penn Station. 

Each weekday morning, some 103,000 riders arrive at three western terminals during the peak 
period: Penn Station, Hunterspoint Avenue/Long Island City (in Queens), and Flatbush Avenue 
(in Brooklyn). Nearly 90,000 of these passengers, or 87 percent, are destined for Penn Station. 
Of the remaining passengers destined for one of the western terminals, 2 percent (2,350) disem
bark at Hunterspoint Avenue/Long Island City in Queens and 11 percent (11,000) at Flatbush 
A venue in Brooklyn. Jamaica Station, which is not one of the western terminals, is actually the 
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third most popular disembarkation spot for LIRR commuters, with more than 3,500 passengers 
getting off trains during the AM peak period. The vast majority ofLIRR's morning riders board 
at stations in Nassau and Suffolk Counties, and nearly three-quarters use one of four branches: 
Babylon, Port Jefferson, Port Washington, or Ronkonkoma (see Table 1-1 ). 

Table 1-1 

Morning Peak Commuting by LIRR Branch, 1998 
East of Jamaica 

AM Peak Weekday Percent of All AM Peak 
Branch Boarding Passengers Boarding Passengers 

Babylon Branch 28,840 27% 
Port Jefferson Branch 19,860 19% 

Ronkonkoma Branch 17 970 17% 
Port Washington Branch 16 570 15% 

Long Beach Branch 8 730 8% 
Hempstead Branch 4 910 5% 

Far Rockaway Branch 4 560 4% 

Montauk Branch 2 260 2% 
Oyster Bay Branch 1 800 2% 

West Hempstead Branch 1,720 2% 

TOTAL 107,220 100% 

Source: MTA Long Island Rail Road, Long Island Rail Road Fa/11998 
Ridership. 

In addition to commuters from Long Island, the LIRR serves patrons who live in eastern Queens. 
In addition to the terminals at Long Island City and Hunterspoint Avenue and the major transfer 
point at Jamaica, the LIRR makes 18 stops in Queens on four different branches-the Port 
Washington Branch, the Hempstead Branch, the West Hempstead Branch, and the Far 
Rockaway Branch-and in the City Terminal zone west of Jamaica. On the Port Washington 
Branch during the AM peak period, riders who board at stations in Queens represent more than 
half (52 percent) of the total ridership on that branch. 

All LIRR trains bound for Manhattan travel on the Main Line alongside Sunnyside Yard in 
Queens to the East River tunnels at Long Island City/East 33rd Street. Adjacent to Sunnyside 
Yard, LIRR trains and Amtrak's Northeast Corridor trains travelmg to and from Penn Station 
share the Harold Interlocking, an approximately 1.5-mile-long portion of track leading to the 
East River tunnels. The Harold Interlocking allows connection among tunnel tracks, LIRR's 
Main Line tracks, Amtrak's Northeast Corridor tracks through Queens and over the Hell Gate 
Bridge, and loop tracks leading into and out of the yard. Amtrak also uses Sunnyside Yard for 
train maintenance and storage, and NJ Transit stores trains there during the midday as well. Am
trak and NJ Transit can access storage and maintenance facilities via the loop tracks, without 
using Harold Interlocking. Just north of Sunnyside Yard is Yard A, which is used by New York 
& Atlantic Railway (NY AR) for freight operations. 
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NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT BUSES AND SUBWAYS 

NYCT serves more than 1.8 billion riders annually over 1,671 bus-route miles and approximate
ly 244 train route miles. Bus and subway service between Manhattan and Queens centers around 
the No.7 Flushing Line and the Queens Boulevard (E, F, and R) lines (see Figure 1-3). Both of 
these lines are linked by feeder bus service to Eastern Queens and Nassau County. These four 
subway lines bring approximately 85,000 commuters into Manhattan in the peak AM hour (and 
are all filled to at least 80 percent of capacity). TheN train brings another 13,620 commuters in 
the AM peak hour from Astoria and Long Island City. 

While most Queens subway lines parallel LIRR lines, competition between the two transit pro
viders is minimal, with the subway serving predominantly city dwellers and the LIRR serving 
predominantly residents ofNassau and Suffolk Counties. The proximi1y of the two service pro
viders does, however, provide a number of transfer sites from LIRR to subway and vice versa, 
the most popular of which are at Flatbush Avenue in Brooklyn (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, Q, M, N, and R 
subway connections), Jamaica in Queens (E, J, and Z subway connections) and Woodside and 
Hunterspoint Avenue in Queens (7 train connection). LIRR passengers use these subway con
nections to travel to and from destinations on Manhattan's East Side and in Lower Manhattan, 
and in Brooklyn and Queens. 

EXPRESS BUS SERVICES/LONG ISLAND BUS SERVICES 

Thirty-five express bus lines, operated by the New York City Depmiment of Transportation 
(NYCDOT) and NYCT, run between Queens and Manhattan, serving outlying neighborhoods 
in Queens and Western Nassau County. The MTA operates 53 LI Bus routes serving almost 100 
communities in Nassau and Suffolk Counties and eastern Queens. Many Nassau County 
residents take the bus to the No. 7 subway at Main Street, Flushing, and theE and F lines at 
Jamaica. LI Bus routes also connect to 47 different LIRR stations. 

EAST RIVER FERRIES 

East River ferry routes, initiated in the past decade by New York Waterway, provide ferry 
service between Long Island City and East 34th Street in Manhattan every 15 minutes during 
peak morning and evening hours and between the Marine Air Terminal at La Guardia Airport 
and 62nd Street, 34th Street, and Wall Street every hour from 7:45 Al'v1 to 5:45 PM. New York 
Waterway ferry service is combined with free shuttle bus service to and from various Manhattan 
destinations. Use of commuter ferry service across the East River has traditionally been limited 
by the longer travel timer needed to access ferry landings. 

HIGHWAYS AND BRIDGES 

Since the 1920's, thousands of miles of interstate highways, expressways, and parkways have 
been constructed in the New York Metropolitan Area. Long Island is served by three primary 
east-west highways (Long Island Expressway, Northern State/Grand Central Parkway, Southern 
State/Belt Parkway), all of which are operating at capacity. These connect to 13 major north
south highways and parkways, which are also crowded during peak periods. Long Island's 
vehicular connection to the mainland is through 10 river crossings into New York City, seven 
of which connect to Manhattan over and under the East River. 

Only three East River crossings-the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, the Queensboro Bridge, and the 
Triborough Bridge-are typically used by commuters to East Midtown. These crossings mark 
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the termination of three major Long Island routes: the Long Island Expressway at the Midtown 
Tunnel, Queens Boulevard at the Queensboro Bridge, and the Grand Central Parkway at the 
Triborough Bridge. Once in Manhattan, commuters crossing these bridges are fed onto the 
streets ofMidtown either directly (from the Midtown Tunnel and Queensboro Bridge), or onto 
Midtown streets via the FDR Drive or major avenues (from the Triborough Bridge). 

STUDY AREA PROBLEMS AND NEEDS 

INTRODUCTION 

Manhattan is one of the largest and the most dense employment centers in the nation, set rough
ly in the center of a 31-county metropolitan region. It is also an island. Its economic and geo
graphic position have made Manhattan's business districts particularly dependent on the re
gional transit system. The commuter rail services and subways are the most efficient in moving 
large numbers of people over sizable distances to a very dense center city with reliable and pre
dictable travel time. The region's explosive growth during most of the 20th century, the shift in 
population outward into growing commuter suburbs, and the concentration of white-collar jobs 
that have remained in the city center have made the region's transit operations more vital to 
commutation and to the region's economy and environment, despite the rise of the automobile 
and its highway infrastructure. 

In fact, although total employment in Manhattan has stayed essentially the same since the early 
1970's, white-collar jobs have risen dramatically and consistently, while blue-collar jobs in in
dustries such as manufacturing have declined. The 1,783,000 jobs in Manhattan in 1974 com
prised 319,600 in manufacturing sectors and 628,230 in "office" sectors, such as finance, real 
estate, insurance, services; in 1998 Manhattan's employment totaled 1,767,899, with only 
148,470 in manufacturing sectors and 818,286 in "office" sectors. As a result, Manhattan has 
experienced a tremendous growth in new office space in the post World War II period (nearly 
213 million square feet), and East Midtown has seen most (62 percent) of that growth (nearly 
132 million square feet). Along with this shift in employment type and location has come a con
current shift in the residential location of the labor force. In particular, an increasing number of 
Manhattan workers are living in Nassau and Suffolk County suburbs and commuting to jobs in 
Manhattan. 

Population, employment, and labor force projections prepared by NYMTC for New York City 
and Long Island for the years 2010 and 2020 indicate that these trends will continue. Employ
ment in Manhattan is projected to increase 21 percent by 2020, and the size of the labor force in 
Nassau, Suffolk, and Queens is projected to increase 28 percent by 2020.* These trends indicate 
that demands on the currently overtaxed transit and traffic systems will increase significantly, 
as the number of morning commuters arriving during the peak 4-hour period is projected to in
crease by 28 percent at Penn Station and at GCT in the period between 1995 and 2020 (see 
Table 1-2). 

* Projections prepared by Urbanomics for NYMTC, February 23, 1996. 

1-7 



MT AJLIRR East Side Access Project FEIS 

Table 1-2 
AM Peak 4-Hour Commuter Rail Ridership 

Without the East Side Access Project: 1995, 2010, 2020 

Percent Percent 
1995 2010 Change 2020 Change 

Terminal Arrivals Arrivals 1995-2010 Arrivals 1995-2020 

LIRR to Penn Station 86 630 103 856 20% 110,522 28% 

MNR to GCT 70,169 84,164 20% 88,738 27% 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, LLP. 

CAPACITY PROBLEMS AND NEEDS 

The first problem faced by the LITC is one of capacity. Capacity refers to the physical ability of 
a transportation system, or any of its elements, to carry travelers from one point to another. The 
capacity is defined as the number of passengers or vehicles that can be accommodated by a train, 
train platform, train track and tunnel, stairwell, mezzanine, bus, sidewalk, or street's traffic lane 
(or the combination of any of these) during a specified time frame, such as an hour or part of an 
hour, a peak period (three or four hours, normally during the "rush hour"), a day, or a year. 
Volumes (the number of people or vehicles actually using a transportation facility) are com
pared to capacities (this is known as a volume-to-capacity; or "v/c" ratio) to determine severity 
of crowding on a transportation system. 

LIRR Capacity Problems And Needs 

Long Island's population and Manhattan's white-collar job base have both grown so substan
tially over the years that Penn Station is now operating, by all measun:s, at maximum capacity. 
The railroad's capacity at Penn Station is limited in several ways: by the capacity of the East 
River tunnels; by line haul capacity (the number of trains that can pass through the system, 
which is affected by the signal system and dwell times); by interlocking plant capacity at Penn 
Station (the interlocking plant is the system of track crossovers used by trains traveling toward 
the platforms); by platform capacity for passengers leaving trains, which in tum affects train 
dwell times; and by the storage capacity of the West Side Yard. Capacity limitations for pedes
trians in the LIRR passenger concourses at Penn Station further limit the overall capacity at 
Penn Station. 

The LIRR has attempted to address passenger overcrowding and train 1raffic at Penn Station by 
marketing subway connections from its other western terminals as time-saving alternative routes 
into East Midtown and Downtown Manhattan. As noted earlier, numerous passengers are 
making connections to the subway at LIRR stations in Queens (particularly Hunterspoint Ave
nue and Jamaica) and Brooklyn (Flatbush Avenue). At the three western terminals, most LIRR 
passengers continue on NYCT subway lines to final destinations in either East Midtown (con
necting to the No.7 train at Hunterspoint Avenue or Woodside) or Downtown Brooklyn and 
Lower Manhattan (connecting to the 2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, Q, M, N, and R trains at Flatbush Avenue). 
In addition, a number of passengers transfer from the LIRR to theE train at Jamaica Station in 
Queens, for destinations in East Midtown. But, as detailed in the East Side Access MIS, riders 
are deterred from using these subway connections to complete their trips because of the 
following "friction factors": 
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• The disincentive of a two-seat ride; 

• Psychological resistance to changing modes; 

• Perceived concerns about personal security on subway trains (especially outside of 
Manhattan); 

• The added cost of an additional subway fare; 

• Overcrowding on connecting subway lines; 

• Perceived unreliability of subway service to suburban commuters; 

• Lack of connectivity between certain LIRR routes and subway transfer spots; and 

• Limited LIRR services connecting to subways. 

The LIRR has also implemented a number of system improvements over the past few years that 
have improved capacity at Penn Station to 36 trains per hour. These include the 1987 construc
tion of the West Side Rail Yard and the complete reconstruction of the LIRR passenger con
courses (the Level "A" concourses) in Penn Station. Additional planned improvements are pro
jected to improve capacity to, at best, 42 trains per hour. However, without additional tunnel and 
track creation, further capacity improvements are nearly impossible. Capacity of 42 trains per 
hour will not sufficiently meet the projected needs ofLIRR customers. 

Projections indicate that the number ofLIRR commuters coming into Penn Station in 2020 is 
expected to increase 25 percent, to nearly 50,000 in the morning peak hour in 2020. This in
crease in ridership, combined with the inability to expand capacity, would result in severe 
crowding conditions on peak hour LIRR trains. In 2020, during the busiest time of day, LIRR 
trains are projected to be operating at 127 percent of capacity. 

These ridership projections do not fully demonstrate the demand for service, however, as they 
are affected by the system's capacity constraints. Ridership forecasting for the East Side Access 
Project further demonstrates the need for additional LIRR service into Manhattan. The ridership 
forecasting model-which assumed 24 additional LIRR trains entering Manhattan (to GCT) in 
the AM peak hour-indicates that an additional 17,000 commuters would ride the LIRR into 
Manhattan in the AM peak period if such service were available (see Table 1-3; for more infor
mation, see Chapter 9, "Transportation"). 

Manhattan 
Arrivals 1995 

Penn Station 86 630 

GCT 0 

Total 86,630 

Table 1-3 

AM Peak 4-Hour LIRR Ridership 
1995,2010,2020 

2010 2010 2020 2020 
without with East without with East 

East Side Side East Side Side 
Access Access Access Access 

103,856 58 154 110 522 62,249 

0 62 334 0 65 676 
103,856 120,488 110,522 127,925 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, LLP. 
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The movement of Amtrak's operations into the "New Pennsylvania Station" in the current 
Farley Post Office Building across Eighth Avenue from Penn Station (see description in 
"Current Planning Context" section below) will result in a substantial increase in passenger 
space above the tracks. However, it will only marginally increase needed platform availability 
and will not add to LIRR platform capacity or alter current tunnel capabilities. 

The consequences of the projected growth in ridership combined with capacity constraints will 
be serious: 

• LIRR platforms and Level "A" concourses in Penn Station will become even more crowded 
as more commuters embark on and disembark from a fixed number of trains. 

• Crowding on LIRR trains will increase-trains will be standing-room-only during rush 
hours and inbound passengers not boarding at easternmost stations will rarely get seats. 
Trains that are currently standing-room-only will be unable to accommodate the demand for 
rides. 

• Stations on Long Island will become increasingly crowded as more people wait to embark 
on the same number of trains. 

• These conditions will result in lost riders-patrons will switch to autos, or even choose 
different locations to live or work-if no improvements are made. 

Subway Capacity Problems And Needs 

NYCT will soon open service from the Queens Boulevard line through the 63rd Street Tunnel 
to Manhattan (see further details in the "Current Planning Context" section), which will 
alleviate substantial existing and predicted overcrowding. However, this change to subway 
service will not make it easier for LIRR commuters to use the subway to get to destinations on 
Manhattan's East Side. It is clear that the subway-because it, too, opt::rates at capacity-is not 
a long-term option as an alternative route for LIRR riders into Manhattan. 

For instance, the Queens Boulevard lines (E, F and R) are severely overcrowded during rush 
hours. The Queens Boulevard lines are the second most heavily used in the system, with 1995 
peak-point volume/capacity (v/c) ratios ranging from 1.22 (i.e, operating at 122 percent of 
capacity) on the F train to 0.98 on theE train. For comparison, a v/c ratio of about 0.35 would 
indicate that all seats in a subway car are taken, but nobody is standing. • V /C ratios of about 0.9 
indicate unavoidable physical contact between riders, and v/c ratios above 1.0 indicate that most 
to virtually all riders are standing in direct physical contact with those around them with little 
to no room for movement. Beyond this v/c ratio, subway reliability can deteriorate as passengers 
require more time to board and disembark from the subway trains. 

Highway Capacity Problems and Needs 

While constructed as a response to growth in the city and its surroundings, the regional highway 
network has further encouraged the development oflow-density, automobile-dependent suburbs 
characterized by single-family, detached houses. Not surprisingly, suburban development in 

* Due to their use in high-density, relatively short trip-length service, subway cars are not designed to 
maximize seating capacity, in contrast to commuter rail cars. 
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counties such as Nassau and Suffolk on Long Island has quickly fil:led these highways and roads 
to capacity. 

Long Island's highways face constant traffic problems, regardless of direction of travel, re
sulting in low travel speeds and stop-and-go driving conditions (see Table 1-4). According to the 
Long Island Rail Road Network Strategy Study, published by the MTA in May 1994, 52 percent 
of the state's total vehicle hours of delay occur on Long Island roadways. The Long Island Ex
pressway is a good example: designed to carry a volume of 80,000 vehicles, it carries more than 
180,000 vehicles each weekday. Mandated compliance with air quality standards (especially 
particulate and gaseous emissions standards) in the coming years will make expansion of the 
Long Island's highway system extremely difficult. And while current highway improvement 
projects (see "Current Planning Context" section below) may relieve some congestion situations 
on Long Island, they will not add capacity to East River crossings.. 

Table 1-4 

AM Peak Hour Traffic Conditions 

LOS at Peak Hour 
Peak Volume, Both 

Highway Route Point* Directions 

Long Island Expressway at Grand Central Parkway 1 F 13 840 

Grand Central Parkway at Brooklyn-Queens Expressway 1 F 10 640 

Queens Blvd. at Queensboro Bridge and Northern Blvd. 2 F 3,200 

Note: * Level of Service (LOS) ratings range from A to F, with A indicating free flow 
traffic conditions and F indicating breakdown in vehicular flow. 

Sources: 
1 NYSDOT, VanWyck Expressway/Western Queens ITS Project, Expanded Project Pro-

posal Design Report, Eng-Wong, Taub & Associates, Novembe'r 1998. 
2 Traffic counts conducted by Eng-Wong, Taub & Associates, January 1999. 

East River crossings form an effective bottleneck for vehicular traffic entering and leaving Man
hattan, with most crossings (especially the three used as Midtown access points) experiencing 
extreme levels of congestion during peak hours. This was not always the case. In fact, while 
average daily traffic volumes at the Queensboro and Triborough Bridges and Queens-Midtown 
Tunnel more than doubled from 1948 to 1972, congestion limited volume increases to only 12 
percent from 1972 to 1996, and peak hour crossing volumes have remained steady (and at 
capacity) in recent years (source: NYCDOT, Manhattan River Crossings, 1991, 1993, 1995, and 
1996). As detailed in Chapter 9, "Transportation," traffic congestion impedes commuting into 
and out of Midtown Manhattan throughout the highway system on bridges and tunnels, on Man
hattan streets, on Long Island highways, and on local bridge and highway feeder routes. 

TRAVEL TIME PROBLEMS AND NEEDS 

The second problem faced by the LITC is one of travel time. Travel time refers to the amount 
of time spent traveling from the trip's beginning ("origin") to its end ("destination"). Total trip 
time includes the time spent using each type ("mode") of transportation (e.g., walk, bus, subway, 
rail, auto, bicycle). Waiting, boarding, transfer, and alighting time are also included. Travel time 
is related to capacity and to accessibility. Where a system is congested (operating at or near ca
pacity), travel time increases. In the case of rail systems, it takes passengers longer to get to and 
from platforms and to get on and off trains. As a consequence, the 1rains must stay longer in the 
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station and some cannot meet their schedules, causing further back-up along the routes. In the 
case of vehicular traffic, bottlenecks at toll plazas, bridges and tunnels, along with accidents, 
cause back-ups farther down the road and even out to local streets, thus reducing local quality 
of life in addition to creating longer commute times. 

Travel times for many LIRR commuters are further increased because of the distance between 
Penn Station or other LIRR terminals and the commuters' final destinations. Many commuters 
must transfer to one or two subways or bus lines to reach their workplaces on Manhattan's East 
Side. To avoid this inconvenience, some commuters opt to drive instead. 

LIRR Travel Time 

In some cases, excessive travel times in the corridor are a direct consequence of capacity con
straints, but in the case of access to East Midtown, lengthened travel times are an issue of "dis
connection." At the time Penn Station was constructed, the demand for rail travel was different 
from that of today. Before the nation's highway system and air travel were in place, long-dis
tance travelers were major users of the LIRR. Penn Station, when it opened in 1910, was billed 
as the gateway to America. It boasted a grand main hall modeled after the Roman Baths of 
Caracalla, a separate arcade and ticketing hall, full baggage-check services and a 300,000-
square-foot track area containing 27 tracks. In the mid-1960's the above-ground elements of the 
terminal were demolished and a new Penn Station was built, but the underground network of 
tracks and platforms remain the same. Today, although Amtrak provides long-distance travel, 
the overwhelming use of Penn Station is by commuters. 

As the decades of the 20th century passed and commuters became a more important presence on 
the LIRR, the growth of white collar employment (generally the primary source of rail journey
to-work travel) centered on locations at some distance from Penn Station's location on Seventh 
Avenue and 34th Street. Key areas of commercial/office growth were Lower Manhattan and 
East Midtown, surrounding and north of GCT. There is now a considerable "disconnect" be
tween the location ofLIRR terminals, particularly Penn Station, and the location of jobs. 

While LIRR trains enter Manhattan on the East Side through East River tunnels at 33rd Street, 
passengers cannot disembark until trains reach the West Side. Commuters who work in East 
Midtown, or at any location on the East Side, must double-back across town to reach their desti
nations. It is estimated that doubling-back costs commuters anywhere from 15 to 30 minutes of 
commuting time each day. Since the train ride is typically 30 minutes to an hour, this in-Manhat
tan trip adds substantial time to the total trip. To avoid this doubling-back, other LIRR com
muters transfer to subway connections in Queens to travel to destinations on the East Side or in 
Lower Manhattan. The additional LIRR travel time to East Midtown and the inconvenience of 
the transfer encourages some commuters to drive to work, adding to highway, local road, and 
bridge and tunnel congestion. The ridership forecasting for the East Side Access Project demon
strates how much time is lost by commuters who double-back across town or find alternative 
means of travel to work. The forecasts show that adding 24 trains to GCT in the peak hour 
would result in a savings of more than 24,000 person-hours each work day (see Chapter 9, 
"Transportation"). 

This separation between Penn Station and the location of commuters' jobs is expected to be 
exacerbated in the future, as Long Island City in Queens becomes a densely developed commer
cial and office district as a result of current city policy initiatives. This development is expected 
in the area immediately north of Sunnyside Yard near Queens Plaza and Court Square, an area 
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that is nearly a mile from the nearest LIRR terminal at Hunterspoint A venue, and even farther 
from the terminal at Long Island City. 

Highway Travel Time 

In the case of the LITC highways and East River crossings, travel time problems are a direct re
sult of capacity constraints and excess demand. Congestion at bottlenecks, merge points, and toll 
booths slows down vehicles and increases total trip time into Manhattan. The Long Island Ex
pressway has been called the world's "longest parking lot"; the morning radio routinely reports 
waits oflonger than 30 minutes at the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and the East River bridges. As 
noted above, numerous commuters from Long Island are choosing to drive to Manhattan rather 
than ride the LIRR, because of perceived inconveniences associated with the railroad. This pat
tern is likely to increase as growth in ridership on the railroad increases crowding on the trains, 
as discussed above and noted in Table 1-4. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS AND NEEDS 

The primary environmental problem associated with capacity and travel constraints on the LIRR 
is air pollution caused by heavy traffic congestion. New York City is currently designated by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a "non-attainment area" (i.e., it does not meet 
federal ambient air quality standards) for carbon monoxide and ozone, which are associated with 
internal combustion sources, such as vehicular traffic. Manhattan is also a non-attainment area 
for particles small enough to be inhaled ("inhalable particulates" or PM 10). Similarly, Nassau 
County is a designated non-attainment area for carbon monoxide and ozone, and Suffolk County 
is a non-attainment area for ozone. Indeed, from 1970 to 1990, vehicle miles traveled increased 
by 110 percent, significantly increasing associated emissions of air pollutants. 

Preventing further deterioration of air quality is an important goal of the East Side Access 
Project. Without good public transit access, people drive or ride in private cars and taxis. The 
continued increase in Long Island's labor force and Manhattan's white-collar employment can
not be accommodated on a constrained mass transit system. Increasing capacity on the LIRR 
during the peak period and providing access (and therefore reduced travel time) to the East Side 
would draw commuters to the railroad who would otherwise drive, reducing the vehicle miles 
traveled in the region. 

SOCIOECONOMIC PROBLEMS AND NEEDS 

The transportation system in the LITC is an economic lifeline, taking people and goods where 
they need or want to go. In addition, the LIRR and the city's subways have been critical in 
shaping development in the corridor over the last 150 years; they continue to play a key role in 
making the region attractive for investment and growth. A certain level of congestion on such 
a system is tolerable during peak periods, and is usually a sign of healthy socioeconomic condi
tions. But, in the long term, a system that is not organized to serve the centers of economic 
activity and that cannot keep pace with economic growth will undermine growth. The 
congestion and inconvenience associated with the area's transit system-its increasing lack of 
capacity, its inaccessibility to many residents, its unreliability and slow speeds, and its inability 
to cope with change and growth-will, over time, threaten the health of the regional economy 
and contribute to a decline in community character and quality oflife throughout the corridor. 
Further, for the LIRR, the "disconnect" between the location of its terminals, particularly Penn 
Station, and the location of jobs induces unwanted east-west travel in the heart of the Midtown 
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Manhattan CBD, thereby adding to congestion and noise, impeding important local movement, 
and detracting from the excitement and vitality that are key to the area's character. 

The LIRR and the subway system have both reached a critical condition for the region's eco
nomic well-being. The physical and operational problems described above have been cited time 
and again by firms moving out of the city and/or the region as reasons for relocation. If, as 
currently predicted, the region's population and employment base continues to expand without 
an echoing response in the transportation system, the situation will only worsen. As the public 
transportation system becomes less able to meet demand, the commuting public will tum to the 
automobile, increasing congestion on the corridor's limited highways and local roads. On a 
global scale, the region will lose ground competing for business, employment, tourists, and 
residential growth. On a local level throughout the corridor, the congestion from increased use 
of the automobile-and associated increases in noise, air pollution, and smog-will hinder 
people's ability to move between home, work, school, shops, or elsewhere, thus eroding com
munity character and quality of life. These areas will become less attractive for residents, for 
businesses, and for investment in general. 

SOLVING THE PROBLEMS AND MEETING THE NEEDS 

The East Side Access Project, specifically the Preferred Alternative, would be a major contribu
tor to solving the problems and meeting the needs outlined above. The Preferred Alternative, 
which is discussed in detail in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives," would offer LIRR service di
rectly into GCT via the existing 63rd Street Tunnel under the East River and new tunnels deep 
under Manhattan streets. By providing this new service, the Preferred Alternative would add 
capacity to the transportation network, alleviate congestion on the region's highways and many 
NYCT subway lines, reduce travel time from Long Island into East Midtown, provide a new 
station serving Long Island City and Sunnyside, improve air quality in the region, and help 
improve the region's overall socioeconomic condition in the future. 

Adding Capacity to the Transportation System 

By adding 24 new peak-hour trains into GCT, the Preferred Alternative would increase to 61 the 
total number of peak-hour trains serving Manhattan terminals. Not only would this 45 percent 
increase in service alleviate current and projected crowding on trains into Penn Station, it would 
free up space in Penn Station for other transportation uses and make the MNR Penn Station 
Access possible (see description on page 1-20). 

The Preferred Alternative would alleviate the current and future projected overcrowded 
conditions on LIRR trains to Manhattan. Without the project, trains are expected to operate an 
average 127 percent over capacity at critical times within the peak period. 

At the same time, the Preferred Alternative would significantly reduce crowding on a number 
of subway lines. With direct-to-GCT LIRR service, 8,000 fewer people would ride subways 
from Queens into Manhattan in the peak period (in 2020). Additionally, as described in Chapter 
9, approximately 19,000 fewer people would transfer onto Penn Station area subways in the 
peak period (in 2020). 

By offering direct-to-GCT LIRR service, the Preferred Alternative would reduce highway con
gestion by more than 12,000 cars each day. This reduction would be noticeable on highways in 
and around the LITC, and on East River crossings such as the Triborough Bridge and Queens
Midtown Tunnel (see Chapter 9, "Transportation"). 
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Improving Travel Time into Manhattan 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the travel time of most LIRR commuters and many 
subway riders. It would do so by reducing congested conditions on LIRR trains into Penn Sta
tion and many subway lines, and by providing commuter rail service into East Midtown 
Manhattan. Riders of the new service into GCT would see the most drastic improvement in 
travel times, shaving 30 minutes or more off their commutes in each direction (and an hour each 
day). 

Improving Air Quality 

The Preferred Alternative would support the region's clean air goals by reducing daily vehicle 
miles traveled by 342,000 in 2010 and 375,000 in 2020. These reductions would improve air 
quality in the region by reducing the emission of mobile source pollutants typically generated 
by automobiles. Tons less carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, respirable particulates (PM10), and 
volatile organic compounds would be released into the air due to the Preferred Alternative (see 
Chapter 10, "Air Quality"). 

Improving the Region 's Socioeconomic Condition 

By fundamentally improving the region's transportation system, the Preferred Alternative would 
facilitate the region's continued socioeconomic growth. While its most visible benefit would be 
an improvement in the ability of employees to access jobs, it would have more far reaching ef
fects on health and growth of the region. By significantly improving transportation links be
tween Long Island and Manhattan, the Preferred Alternative would help meet projected popula
tion and labor force growth projections on Long Island, as well as projected employment growth 
projections in Manhattan. Additionally, as described in section E of this chapter and in Chapter 
19, "Secondary and Cumulative Effects," the Preferred Alternative would combine with several 
other potential transportation projects for a synergistic effect to benefit the region's economy 
through greatly improved transportation. 

D. PROJECT GOALS 

East Side Access project goals were developed at the start of the planning process and refined 
during initial problem identification and public outreach. The alternatives developed during 
preparation of the MIS were selected in part based on their ability to meet these goals. 

GOALS 

GOAL 1: IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF SERVICE AND REDUCE TRAVEL TIME WITHIN 
THE CORRIDOR BETWEEN LONG ISLAND AND EAST MIDTOWN MANHATTAN 

The capacity needed to meet travel demand for Long Island commuters to Manhattan should be 
provided, and this service should be provided in a way that will enable commuters to reach their 
destinations in Manhattan more directly, quickly, and conveniently than presently possible. 

GOAL 2: RELIEVE LIRR TRAIN CONGESTION AT PENN STATION NEW YORK 

The recent and planned capital improvements relating to Penn Station will not significantly ease 
limitations on the LIRR's capacity at Penn Station. Capacity constraints faced by NJ Transit and 
Amtrak (which are expected to worsen over the next two decades) will also not be alleviated. A 
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LITC improvement strategy must significantly ease congestion at Penn Station platforms, on 
tracks leading to Penn Station, in East River tunnels, and in the West Side Rail Yard. 

GOAL 3: INCREASE MOBILITY BY SERVING NEW MARKET AREAS AND CREATING NEW 
MARKET CONNECTIONS WITHIN THE REGION 

A viable transportation improvement strategy should facilitate and enhance regional transporta
tion links-among NYCT subways and buses, MNR, and LIRR-to improve the quality of 
journey-to-work trips and to more effectively knit this patchwork of different service providers 
into a "seamless" network, much like the one that exists for highways. For example, a strategy 
should improve links between the LIRR and MNR, allowing passengers to more easily travel be
tween points on Long Island and points north ofNew York City. 

GOAL 4: ATTRACT NEW RIDERSHIP TO PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION BY INCREASING 
MASS TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY 

By increasing capacity and improving service on the LIRR's service to Manhattan, the project 
should attract new riders to rail transit from other modes (particularly, automobiles). 

GOAL 5: RELIEVE SERIOUS OVERCROWDING ON NYCT'S QUEENS BOULEVARD LINE 
AND FLUSHING LINE SUBWAY TRAINS 

The project should improve the subway's capacity to handle more local trips, by diverting riders 
from overcrowded Queens subway lines to the LIRR. 

GOAL 6: REDUCE CONGESTION ON AREA HIGHWAY CORRIDORS 

Increasing Long Island to East Midtown capacity should enable the LIRR to tap the projected 
additional journey-to-work trip demand, while reducing demand and consequent congestion on 
area highway corridors that serve East Midtown. Improving the connection between Long Island 
and East Midtown should draw commuters to the rail road who would otherwise drive, easing 
congestion throughout the area. 

GOAL 7: PROMOTE AND REINFORCE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND THE QUALITY 
OF LIFE OF THE NEW YORK CITY METROPOLITAN REGION 

A key goal for the project is to ameliorate the congestion and inconvenience associated with the 
increasing lack of capacity in the area's transportation system, and particularly between Long 
Island and Midtown Manhattan. The capacity of the transportation system must be expanded to 
maintain the economic vitality of the region and the metropolitan area's competitive edge in 
terms of business, employment, tourists, and residential growth. 

GOAL 8: CONFORM TO THE NEW YORK STATE AIR QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
(SIP) AS REQUIRED BY THE CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1990 

The East Side Access Project should contribute to improved regional air quality conditions by 
decreasing reliance on the use of motor vehicles to enter New York City. The growing demand 
for transportation to Manhattan's CBD from Long Island must be accommodated in a way that 
prevents an increase in auto use and associated emissions of air pollutants. Preventing further 
deterioration of air quality is an essential component of the East Side Access Project. 
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GOAL 9: PRESERVE OPERATIONAL CAPABILITIES FOR EXISTING OPERATORS 

To provide the greatest benefit for the region's transportation network, the changes proposed by 
the East Side Access Project should be designed to avoid any adverse effects on other transit 
providers in the region. This includes maintaining existing and planned capacity and operations 
for Amtrak and NJ Transit at Penn Station, in the East River tunnels, in the Harold Interlocking, 
and in Sunnyside Yard, and maintaining required future capacity and operational flexibility for 
MNR at GCT. It also includes minimizing potential effects on and maximizing benefits to 
NYCT subway lines, by reducing ridership where possible on overcrowded lines, and to the ex
tent possible, allowing flexibility for coordination with other potential transportation projects. 

E. PROJECT BACKGROUND, PRIOR STUDIES., AND CURRENT 
PLANNING CONTEXT 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Improving mobility within the LITC-specifically alleviating highway congestion by providing 
a rail link between Long Island and East Midtown-has been under discussion for at least four 
decades. Since the 1950's, a number of studies have investigated ways to improve mobility 
within the LITC. Several studies have examined and supported the concept of an East Midtown 
rail terminal for the LIRR. A review of the history of these studies sheds light on the sequence 
of events leading up to this East Side Access FE/5. 

PRIOR STUDIES 

The first recommendation of an East Midtown terminal for the URR came in 1963, as part of 
the LIRR modernization program. Three years later New York State purchased the LIRR from 
the Pennsylvania Railroad and placed it under the authority of the newly created Metropolitan 
Commuter Transportation Authority (MCT A). Planning for the LIRR became more coordinated 
with planning for the city's subway system, and the concept of a joint subway-LIRR tunnel 
emerged. The tunnel, to run beneath the East River at 63rd Street, would have two upper tracks 
for subway service between Manhattan and Queens and two lower tracks for LIRR service be
tween East Midtown and Long Island. 

Passed as part of a $2.5 billion state transportation bond issue in late 1967, the 63rd Street East 
River tunnel was allocated $600 million. Early in 1968, two MCT A studies examined the feasi
bility of an East Midtown LIRR terminal to receive trains using the 63rd Street Tunnel. Im
proved Passenger Service to Manhattan recommended a LIRR terminal at GCT while Metro
politan Transportation: A Program for Action (sometimes referred to as "Grand Design") 
recommended, among other things, a new LIRR terminal under Third A venue at East 48th Street 
with a skyscraper above. In October 1969 construction of the 63rd Street Tunnel began under 
the auspices of MTA, the successor to MCT A. 

Despite local opposition to a Third A venue LIRR terminal, design work continued and, by 
January 1975, preliminary engineering and design work was complete. (Reasons cited for the 
opposition to the terminal included the following: increased traffic congestion in the area, ad
verse effects on a residential neighborhood, excess capacity at GCT and hence an insufficient 
need to construct an entire new terminal.) The design called for pedestrian connections to GCT, 
the Lexington A venue subways at East 5 3rd and East 51st Streets (E, F, and 6), and the 
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proposed 48th Street station on the planned Second A venue subway line. Costs were estimated 
at $420 million in 1975 dollars. 

Continued negative reaction to the Third Avenue Terminal forced the MTA to revisit the idea 
of a LIRR terminal at GCT. Grand Central Alternative, published by the MTA in September 
1976, called for a $332 million (in 1975 dollars) LIRR Terminal at GCT with a similar design 
as the proposed Third Avenue Terminal. This study called for dedicating 20 lower-level tracks 
to LIRR service-! 0 tracks on the west side and 10 storage tracks on the east side-and moving 
some ConRail (predecessor to MNR) operations to the upper level ofGCT. 

Although the fiscal crisis of the early 1970's stalled the consideration of an East Side terminal 
for the LIRR, the need remained. The Penn Station Capacity and Utilization Analysis report, 
completed by MTA in January 1992, affirmed that peak period commuter needs at Penn Station 
were constrained by a number of factors: train length limitations, lack of full access to the West 
Side Yard from some LIRR tracks, and capacity ceilings through the East River tunnels, to name 
a few. According to the report, increased demand for LIRR service was expected to worsen 
these conditions over the next decade. While operational changes at Penn Station (increasing 
station capacity from 36 to 42 trains per hour) were expected to relieve this condition slightly, 
a subsequent LIRR Network Strategy Study (LIRR, 1994) concluded that only a new terminal 
could fully address Penn Station's capacity constraints. 

An April 1993 report, The Operational & Physical Feasibility Study of Long Island Rail Road 
Access to Manhattan s East Side (prepared by STY /Seeleye Stevenson Value & Knecht), con
cluded that, as originally intended, the lower level of the 63rd Street Tunnel could provide a 
feasible East Side access for LIRR trains. According to the report, this could be achieved by 
connecting the tunnel to both the LIRR's Main Line and Port Washington Branch at Harold 
Interlocking in Queens, and by connecting the tunnel to GCT in Manhattan. Although it was 
similar to the 1976 study, which came to the same conclusion, the 1993 study included more de
tail, evaluating a number of Queens and Manhattan connections and alignments and, for the first 
time, raising the possibility of midday LIRR train storage in Yard A adjacent to Sunnyside Yard 
rather than at GCT. 

In October 1989,21 years after construction of the 63rd Street Tunnel began, three new subway 
stations were opened on the 63rd Street line-East 63rd Street and Lexington A venue, Roo
sevelt Island, and 21st Street/Queensbridge. The Sixth A venue line and the Broadway line were 
extended northeast beneath Central Park to 63rd Street and eastward to the upper level of the 
63rd Street Tunnel into Queens. NYCT is currently extending this line approximately 1,500 feet 
farther to connect to the Queens Boulevard line; this work is scheduled for completion in 2001 
(see "Planning Context," below). The unused lower level of the 63rd Street Tunnel has been ex
tended to just north of Sunnyside Yard. 

In April 1998, an MIS was completed. This study evaluated a wide range of actions to address 
the mobility needs and access problems of the LITC. The MIS process, initiated in January 1995 
in accordance with the requirements of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (usually referred to as "IS TEA"), set forth goals and objectives to solve the problems 
identified in the corridor, and developed and evaluated alternatives in a two-stage screening 
process (described in more detail in Chapter 2 of this document, "Project Alternatives"). Among 
the alternatives were: new express bus service combined with high-occupancy vehicle, or HOY, 
lanes; various East Side terminal alternatives, including different services using GCT and 
numerous alternatives with other East Side terminal locations; provision of different intermodal 
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transfer stations at Sunnyside Yard (e.g., transfers between LIRR and NYCT subways, 42nd 
Street light rail transit, buses, and/or NJ Transit trains); operation ofNYCT subway service on 
certain LIRR routes in Queens; and operation ofLIRR service on certain NYCT subway routes 
in Queens. As a result of the MIS process, NYMTC identified a locally preferred alternative to 
meet the study's goals: provision of new LIRR service to GCT, from Harold Interlocking, under 
Sunnyside Yard, and through the existing lower level of the 63rd Street Tunnel. That alternative 
is evaluated in this FE/5. 

CURRENT PLANNING CONTEXT 

MTA LONG-RANGE PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

Problems similar to those encountered in the LITC can be found in varying degrees throughout 
MTA's vast transportation system. Recognizing the need for system-wide improvement and the 
interconnections among the system's many components, MTA has developed the "Long Range 
Planning Framework" aimed at a unified program of improvements to its subway and commuter 
rail systems. This effort also recognizes that although a current map of the region's subway and 
rail lines would show little difference from one produced a half-century ago, the areas and the 
passengers they serve have seen tremendous change. In the expectation of continued changes in 
the 21st century, MT A is examining how its network can be expanded and adapted to meet long
term access and mobility needs. To this end, MT A and its operating authorities, in coordination 
with FT A and other agencies, as appropriate, are undertaking seven coordinated but independent 
studies. These improvements are intended to alleviate overcrowding, reduce travel time, better 
connect the rail and subway lines, provide high-quality service, and extend service to under
served areas. The East Side Access Project is one such project; the others are as described in the 
subsections below. 

All these studies are being coordinated through the MTA Long Range Planning Framework 
Group, which consists of study managers and key staff from MTA and its subsidiaries, LIRR, 
MNR, and NYCT, with additional input from NYMTC and the Port Authority of New York & 
New Jersey (PANYNJ) and Nj Transit. In particular, the group has worked to make sure that 
the same assumptions and common evaluation criteria are used for such items as regional fore
casts, current and future levels of transit service evaluation, and the: future shape of the regional 
transit network. Although these projects, ifbuilt, would be part of the region's overall transpor
tation system, they are independent of one another. Each has its own purpose and need and 
maintains its own public involvement process; each is subject to its own assessment and alter
natives evaluations; and each can be built without affecting the decision to build any other. The 
design and construction of the East Side Access Project would continue to be coordinated 
with these other regional transportation plans. 

East River Crossing Study 

Sponsored by MT A and NYCT, this study assesses alternative strategies to improve transit 
service between Brooklyn and Manhattan, particularly considering the long-term reliability of 
the East River bridges for continued transit service. The Draft MIS Report for the project, com
pleted in October 1997, concluded that the preferred alternative would construct a connection 
at Rutgers Street/DeKalb A venue, to allow trains now limited to the Manhattan Bridge to also 
use the Rutgers Street tunnel. This would be accompanied by operational changes, including 
service rerouting, lengthening of the No. 3 trains to increase their capacity, and creating new 
transfers between Lawrence and Jay Street stations in Brooklyn and from Broadway/Lafayette 
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and Bleecker Street (northbound) stations in Manhattan. This proposal must now be subject to 
public review and consideration by the MT A Board of Directors. 

Second Avenue Subway/Manhattan East Side Transit Alternatives (MESA) 

This study, sponsored by NYCT and MT A, examines NYCT' s long-term needs and options for 
increasing transit capacity on Manhattan's East Side. Goals and objectives for the project in
clude improving mobility, achieving economic feasibility and cost effectiveness, and main
taining or improving environmental conditions. The study has considered a full range of alterna
tives, and an MIS/DEIS was completed in August 1999. Detailed analyses were performed for 
four alternatives-the No Build, a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative that 
includes dedicated bus lanes on First and Second A venues; a new East Side subway on Second 
A venue north of 63rd Street and continuing on the Broadway express tracks down to Lower 
Manhattan; and the same new subway supplemented by new light rail transit (LRT) serving the 
Lower East Side and Lower Manhattan. 

The MESA Study is the planning effort for the northern element of a full-length Second 
Avenue subway. Following public review of the MESA MIS/DEIS, MTA determined that it 
will construct a full-length Second Avenue subway that will extend generally along Second 
Avenue from 125th Street in East Harlem to the Financial District in Lower Manhattan. The 
MESA Study is an important and necessary step in the planning for the Second Avenue 
subway project. The goal of the Second Avenue subway is to improve mobility and reduce 
crowding on the East Side of Manhattan, including the reduction of peak hour demand on the 
Lexington Avenue subway, reducing delays in passenger loading and unloading at major sta
tions, including 42nd Street, and thus increasing train capacity by allowing better train through
put. A total of$ 7.05 billion has been allocated in the MT A's 2000-2004 Capital Program 
for a full-length Second A venue subway project. 

Access to the Region's Core (ARC) 

This study-a joint planning effort ofMTA, PANYNJ, and NJ Transit--began in January 1995, 
and examined long-term transportation initiatives to improve access and mobility from west of 
Hudson and Queens/Long Island to Midtown Manhattan's CBD ("the core"). Phases I and II of 
the ARC study considered a full range of alternatives. The study is now focusing on one alterna
tive (Alternative AA). This alternative includes LIRR East Side Access, and permits all three of 
the region's commuter railroads to operate in both Penn Station and GCT. It fosters the concept 
of a one-seat ride from all commutersheds to both East and West Midtown, and includes a 
through connection between these two terminals, an expanded Penn Station, and a new two
track Hudson River tunnel. Phase 3 of ARC will include a more detailed analysis of this alterna
tive, while also exploring variants to the alternative's alignment east of Penn Station. ARC 
Phase 3 will also investigate possible improvements to increase Penn Station capacity in the 
near term (2003-20 1 0). The result of Phase 3 will be the selection of a locally preferred alterna
tive, which may proceed into an EIS. 

Lower Manhattan Access 

This study is intended to identify, evaluate, and recommend alternatives for short- and long-term 
access improvements to Lower Manhattan for New York's suburban commuters using MNR or 
the LIRR. This MT A study, which began in the fall of 1997, is a key component of a city and 
state effort to maintain and enhance Lower Manhattan as a strong office center and as a 24-hour 
community, serving residents, workers, shoppers, and tourists. In this study, the short-term 
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options would include steps that could be implemented quickly to improve the transfer from rail 
terminals to the subway and to improve the commuter's sense of comfort and convenience. 
Such options might encompass operating practices, rolling stock, and station improvements. 
Longer-term strategies would address the total commuting trip and might include major facili
ties, such as new routes, new stations, or altered use of existing facilities. 

MNR Penn Station Access 

MNR is considering options for bringing its commuter trains into Penn Station via tracks cur
rently used by Amtrak trains for long-distance travel. In addition to provision ofMNR service 
to Penn Station, the MIS/DEIS study is examining the need for additional stations on the West 
Side of Manhattan and at Co-op City in the Bronx, and the potential for permitting diesel dual
mode through-running operations across several lines and routes. 

La Guardia Subway Access Study 

This NYCT study was initiated by a cooperative partnership among the State and City of New 
York, the Queens Borough President's Office, MTA, and PANYNJ to develop one-seat rail 
rapid transit access from Lower and Midtown Manhattan to La Guardia Airport, perhaps an ex
tension of the Broadway line N train. Work on an Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (AA/DEIS) was begun in March 1999. 

OTHER MTA PROJECTS 

A number of other major projects recently completed, now under construction, or in the plan
ning stages affect the planning context for East Side Access. These are described below. 

LIRR Projects 

• Penn Station Platform Improvements. Platform 11 at Penn Station was recently length
ened to accommodate 12-car trains (rather than its previous 8-car train capacity). All of 
LIRR's platforms now accommodate 12-car trains. 

• LIRR Bi-Level Push-Pull Coaches. LIRR's entire diesel-hauled fleet will be replaced by 
a new fleet ofbi-level coaches which will enable LIRR passengers to have a more comfor
table ride, while slightly increasing line capacity. 

• LIRR Cab Control Cars. Some of the forthcoming new LIRR hi-level coaches will be cab 
control cars, which are positioned at the end of a trainset to allow push-pull train operation 
from this car. This saves capital and operating costs by eliminating the need to purchase an 
additional locomotive to accomplish this task. 

• LIRR Locomotives. A new fleet of diesel and dual-mode locomotives will haul the new hi
level coaches. New, dual-mode locomotives (both diesel and electrically powered) will 
operate directly into Penn Station, allowing for a one-seat ride for passengers on non-elec
trified, diesel lines. Currently, all passengers on diesel lines must switch to electric trainsets 
(usually at Jamaica) because of restrictions on diesel locomotive operation in Manhattan. 
Diesel lines include the Oyster Bay Branch, the Port Jefferson Branch east of Huntington, 
the Greenport Branch east of Ronkonkoma, the Montauk Branch east of Babylon, and the 
Montauk Division west of Jamaica to Long Island City. Dual-mode locomotives will be 
phased in beginning in late 1999. In addition, new diesel locomotives will replace existing 
1960's equipment in diesel territory. 
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• LIRR Parking and Hub Development. An expansion of parking system-wide and bicycle 
parking provisions will help eliminate LIRR ridership growth constraints, and development 
of several regional intermodal transportation hubs will encourage other means of access to 
LIRR stations. 

• Main Line Third Track Construction. To expand capacity and facilitate greater levels of 
reverse peak and intra-Island service, the LIRR has developed plans to install a third Main 
Line track between Mineola and Hicksville. 

• At-Grade Crossing Elimination. The LIRR is working with Nassau County and the 
New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) to eliminate six at-grade train 
crossings in Mineola. 

• Shops and Yards. Expansions or improvements at storage yards are planned over the 20 
year horizon to efficiently and effectively provide for planned fleet growth and service ex
pansion. Identified improvements include: storage at Huntington, south ofBabylon Yard; 
Yaphank; Ronkonkoma; Jamaica; Hempstead; Port Washington; and Long Beach. 

MNR Projects 

• Grand Central North. Until recently, all passengers arriving at GCT had to leave the plat
forms using exits at the south end of each platform. This created pedestrian flow bottlenecks 
and imbalanced trainset loadings since many customers attempted to ride near the platform 
exit. The Grand Central North Project (formerly known as North End Access), inaugurated 
in the summer of 1999, has redressed this imbalance by constructing exits from the northern 
portion of each platform that lead to street exits as far north as 48th Street. These north-end 
exits are more convenient to many passengers' destinations. These exits have also provided 
a more even distribution of passengers throughout each train, and increased terminal capaci
ty by allowing crowded rush hour platforms to be cleared more quickly. Exits have been 
created near East 46th, East 47th, and East 48th Streets. 

• MNR Mid-Harlem Line Third Track Construction. An upgrade of an existing third track 
between Mount Vernon West and Fleetwood stations on the Harlem Line, along with new 
third track construction between Fleetwood and Crestwood stations, will accommodate ex
pansion of peak service into GCT, facilitate Upper Harlem/Dover Plains express service, 
and accommodate the growing intra-suburban/reverse commute markets. 

• MNR Wassaic Extension. In this project, now under construction, MNR will extend the 
Upper Harlem Line approximately 6 miles from its current terminus at Dover Plains north 
to Wassaic in the town of Amenia to serve the emerging population growth in this region. 
Two new stations, a layover rail yard, and a maintenance building are being constructed as 
part of this project. 

• MNR Parking. As with the LIRR, additional parking spaces and the provision of bicycle 
storage are required to keep pace with projected MNR ridership growth. During the period 
from 1987-1998,6,175 new and improved spaces were constructed in the MNR system. An 
additional I ,650 spaces will be added by 2000. 

• MNR Push-Pull Coaches. MNR is purchasing 50 push-pull coaches to meet growth and 
service improvements for the Upper Hudson Line, the Dover Plains service, and the future 
extension to Wassaic. These coaches will be used to lengthen existing trains and to provide 
new through and express services for these non-electrified lines. 
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• MNR Cortlandt Station. MNR has completed the construction of a regional station in the 
Town of Cortlandt on the Hudson Line. This station resulted in the replacement of the ob
solete Crugers and Montrose stations with a modem facility that has superior highway ac
cess and greater parking capacity. 

NYCT Projects 

• Far West Midtown Studv. MTAINYCT is studying options for extending No.7 train ser
vice from its terminus at Times Square westward to the Javits Center. 

• 63rd Street Tunnel Connection. NYCT is currently constructing a two-track connection 
between the Queens Boulevard station at Queens Plaza and the tunnel's existing terminal at 
Queensbridge/21 st Street. This connection to both the express and local tracks of the 
Queens Boulevard (E and F) line is expected to be completed in 2001. After the completion 
of the connection, improvements to subway service between Manhattan and Queens can be 
made via rerouting trains from the Queens Boulevard line to the 63rd Street Tunnel and ex
tending the 63rd Street (Band/or Q) service to Queens Boulevard. Both of these service im
provements will increase overall passenger capacity across the East River and reduce pas
senger crowding on the E and F lines. 

• Manhattan Bridge Reopening/T Train. By 2004, all tracks on the Manhattan Bridge will 
be reopened to train traffic. At this time, the Broadway line will again operate its express 
service via the Manhattan Bridge. TheN line will run express in Manhattan between 57th 
and Canal Streets, while the R line will continue to provide local service to all stations. By 
2020, the Long Range Planning Framework No Build Service Plan presumes that ridership 
will have rebounded, following the reopening of the full Manhattan Bridge, sufficiently to 
warrant new rush hour express service from Brooklyn, tentatively designated as the "T" 
train. 

• One-Seat Transit Access to JFK Airport. MTA is conducting a study to examine the 
operational and engineering feasibility of providing one-seat rail transportation access be
tween the Manhattan CBD and Queens and John F. Kennedy International (JFK) Airport. 
The preferred link must be compatible with the JFK Light Rail System (LRS) currently un
der development (see "Other Transportation Projects in the Metropolitan Area," below). 
The preferred link also must be compatible with either the LIRR commuter rail system or 
the NYCT subway system, depending on the alignment selected. At the initiation of the 
study, MTA had identified four groups of potential alignment alternatives: New Rockaway 
Beach Branch service (either LIRR or NYCT) to the LRS at Howard Beach; direct con
nection from LIRR to the JFK LRS at Jamaica; extension of the proposed La Guardia 
Airport subway line (see above) to the LRS at Jamaica; and direct connection of the NYCT 
subway to the LRS at Howard Beach. 

• Southeast Queens Local Area Transportation Studv. This project is examining transpor
tation needs and opportunities for people in Southeast Queens, an area of approximately 
600,000 residents. The primary focus of the study is near- and intermediate-term transit im
provements (primarily through improved bus and rail service, along with improved traffic 
access to the rail system). The study is being coordinated among NYCT, LIRR, LI Bus, and 
private bus companies. 
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• Other NYCT Projects. NYCT has programmed and is implementing a wide range of track, 
signal, car, facility, lighting, and infrastructure improvements throughout the transit system, 
intended to bring the subways to a state of good repair. 

HIGHWAY PROJECTS ON LONG ISLAND 

A number of major highway improvement projects are planned for the LITC. These projects 
include: 

• The creation of lanes reserved for high-occupancy vehicles (HOY lanes) along the Long 
Island Expressway (from exits 30-32 in Queens and 32-40 in Nassau County), together with 
the development of express bus service to serve park and ride lots between exits 64 and 49; 

• Reconstruction and rehabilitation of the 134-mile Long Island parkway system (Northern 
State, Southern State, Meadowbrook, Wantagh, Sagtikos, Sunken Meadow, Robert Moses 
Causeway, Bethpage, and Hechscher Spur Parkways); 

• Improvements along Sunrise Highway; 

• Widening of Jericho Turnpike; 

• Realignment and improvement of Hempstead Turnpike; 

• Elimination of six at-grade LIRR crossings in Mineola (as discussed previously in "LIRR 
Projects"); and 

• Upgrades and expansions to Long Island's Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) opera-
tions center at Hauppauge. 

In addition to highway improvements on Long Island, the E-ZPass electronic toll collection sys
tem has been put in place at all tolled East River crossings. This system permits two to three 
times as many vehicles to be processed per hour than existing toll collection devices. 

NYSDOT's Long Island Transportation Plan (LITP) 2000 Study (discussed below) investigates 
ways to ease traffic congestion on Long Island's highways. This study examines highway con
gestion in the context of the entire Long Island transportation network. 

OTHER TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN THE METROPOLITAN AREA 

JFK Light Rail System 

PANYNJ is currently constructing "Airtrain," a $1.5 billion light rail link to JFK Airport. The 
project's first two phases, to be completed in 2002, are a 2-mile loop around the airport, linking 
nine passenger terminals; and a 3.3-mile extension from the airport's terminal area to rental car 
areas, long-term and employee parking, and the NYCT Howard Beach subway station on the A 
line. The project will also include a 3 .1-mile connection between the airport and LIRR's Ja
maica station in Queens (also the location of the Sutphin Boulevard subway station on theE, J, 
and Z lines), and the construction of an intermodal transportation center at Jamaica Station, 
linked to LIRR and NYCT subway platforms. A new control center will also be constructed at 
Jamaica Station. This segment is to be completed in 2003. 

NJ Transit Midtown Direct (Kearny Connection) 

This project, a portion of which was completed in 1996, consists of the connection of the NJ 
Transit Morris and Essex Line with the Northeast Corridor Line. This connection permits 
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Morris and Essex Line train service to travel directly into Penn Station, eliminating the need for 
Manhattan-bound passengers to transfer at Hoboken for the PATH train. Midtown Direct will 
eventually permit 10 Morris and Essex trains to arrive at Penn Station during the AM peak 
period. Full implementation ofMidtown Direct includes the Yz-mile extension of the Montclair 
Branch to the Boonton Line, and the electrification of this line to Great Notch. 

NJ Transit Secaucus Transfer 

Similar to Midtown Direct service, the new Secaucus transfer station, currently under construc
tion, will provide a transfer point from NJ Transit's Main Line, Bergen Line, Pascack Valley 
Line, and MNR Port Jervis Line to the Northeast Corridor Line and Penn Station. By elimi
nating the need for a Hoboken PATH transfer, the Secaucus Transfer will cut up to 25 minutes 
off the commutes of Manhattan-bound passengers. NJ Transit's package of improvements in
clude the High Density Interlocking System, improvements to permit more than 25 trains per 
hour to enter Penn Station from the west. In addition, NJ Transit's East End Concourse project 
will create new vertical access and pedestrian spaces at the east end ofNJ Transit's Penn Station 
area. These improvements support new NJ Transit services to Penn Station and are expected to 
be completed by 2001-2002. 

Amtrak Northeast Corridor High Speed Electrified Service 

Completion of electrification between New Haven and Boston will allow Amtrak to initiate 
high-speed rail service to Boston in early 2000, cutting travel time between Boston and New 
York to 3 hours. In addition to electrification, the new high-speed service also requires other in
frastructure improvements, including changes to Sunnyside Yard in Queens. Improvements 
include a new service and inspection shop in the northeastern portion of Sunnyside Yard and the 
addition of another yard loop track. 

Farley Post Office Conversion 

The Pennsylvania Station Redevelopment Corporation (PSRC), a subsidiary of the Empire State 
Development Corporation, is overseeing the conversion of the Farley Post Office on Eighth 
Avenue across from Penn Station, into a new Amtrak gateway serving New York City. The 
existing passenger platforms will be reconfigured to allow access to both the current portion of 
Penn Station and the newly expanded Amtrak station area in the Farley Building. The creation 
of a new Penn Station will separate Amtrak operations from the commuter operations, allowing 
the current Penn Station to be used solely by LIRR and NJ Transit. 

As part of the project, PSRC is proposing a primary pedestrian connection between the existing 
Penn Station and the new Amtrak area in the Farley Building through the existing pedestrian 
passageway under 33rd Street. This would connect the new Penn Station with the Eighth Ave
nue (A, C, and E) subway station and the west end of LIRR platforms. The project includes wi
dening the passageway, reducing the grade of the ramp, improving access for disabled people, 
and upgrading the lighting, ventilation and life safety components. A draft Environmental 
Assessment has been prepared for the entire redevelopment project, including the passageway. 
While this new station will create additional passenger facilities, it is not expected to change or 
improve operations at Penn Station. 
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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANS IN THE METROPOLITAN AREA 

Regional Transportation Plan: Mobility for the Millennium 

NYMTC, in cooperation with state and local transportation agencies, is responsible for the de
velopment of a financially constrained Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) for the New York Metropolitan Region. The RTP, Mobility for the 
Millennium, A Transportation Plan for the New York Region, identifies issues and sets goals and 
objectives to guide transportation decision-making in the context of funding constraints and 
other limitations on the degree of transportation improvement that can be expected. The plan 
presents a vision of goals for transportation system by 2020. The following goals of the plan are 
relevant to the East Side Access study: 

• Achieve and maintain a state of good repair on the transportation system. Objectives related 
to this goal include bringing transit infrastructure to a state of good repair and maintaining 
the system on a normal replacement cycle. 

• Maximize the transportation system's level of service and manage demand. This mobility 
goal includes the objectives of increasing the market share of all transit modes, including 
(among others) rail rapid transit, local and express bus, ferry, and commuter rail. 

• Develop integrated land use and transportation solutions for the short-, medium-, and long
term future. This includes taking into account how new development will affect the trans
portation system, and how that system should improve access to major activity centers. 

• Improve the safety and security of the mass transportation system, including improving the 
environment of transit stations and facilities, and reducing the number of pedestrian and bi
cycle-related fatalities throughout the region. 

• Improve regional environmental quality, balance environmental quality with the region's 
mobility and economic activity, and conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and 
Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA). A particularly relevant objective related to this goal 
is to minimize growth in vehicular traffic (vehicle miles traveled), thus reducing air pollu
tion from cars, buses, and trucks (mobile source emissions). 

• Identify public and private funding resources to implement the long-range plan. This goal, 
through its objectives, fosters increasing operating efficiencies in transportation systems, 
minimizes the time needed to implement projects, and develops new privatization efforts 
and innovative financing techniques. 

• Continue to monitor the performance of the long-range plan, adding measures and projects, 
as necessary to achieve the goals of the plan. 

The TIP addresses and coordinates specific transportation projects in the region in accordance 
with regional transportation goals. It is updated every two years, and must be found to conform 
to the SIP. The East Side Access study is included in the TIP. In addition, NYMTC, with 
NYSDOT, is developing the Congestion Management System (CMS) as mandated by the Trans
portation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21, which updates the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act, or ISTEA) to carry out regional goals. CMS is not yet in final 
form, but has interim policies that reflect the goals and objectives cited above. 
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LITP 2000-Long Island Transportation Plan to Manage Congestion 

NYSDOT's LITP 2000 study is a two-year, Island-wide transportation planning study to reduce 
traffic congestion and improve the movement of people and goods. This study will identify and 
evaluate solutions that will serve Long Island's transportation needs well into the next century, 
and will serve as a portion ofNYMTC's broader regional planning efforts. 

The study's initial list oftypes of strategies to be considered for evaluation in a MIS include: 
Travel Demand Management (TDM) actions, ITS, HOY lanes, physical improvements to the 
highway system, transit system improvements, improvements in the movement of cargo, non
motorized travel facilities (for pedestrians and bicyclists), and public/private policy initiatives 
(such as land use controls, flexible work hours, etc.) 

New York State Air Quality Implementation Program 

Under the CAAA of 1977 and 1990, areas of the country that exceed National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) must prepare air quality plans demonstrating how standards will 
be attained. New York City and Nassau County, as non-attainment areas for carbon monoxide 
and ozone, and Suffolk County, a non-attainment area for ozone, are held to the commitments 
of the New York State Air Quality Implementation Plan (SIP). A SIP is a state's plan on how it 
will meet the NAAQS under the deadlines established by the Clean Air Act Amendments. 
EPA's final transportation conformity rule, dated August 15, 1997, requires metropolitan plan
ning organizations (MPOs), the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), and FTA to make 
conformity determinations on metropolitan long-range transportation plans, transportation im
provement programs (TIPS), and transportation projects with respect to the SIP before they are 
adopted or approved. The long-range transportation plan is the official intermodal metropolitan 
transportation plan for an area and generally has a 20-year planning horizon. The TIP is a 
staged, multiyear, intermodal program of transportation projects which is consistent with the 
long-range transportation plan. 

The conformity regulations require that, to demonstrate conformity, transportation programs 
must contribute to annual emission reductions and provide for the implementation of transporta
tion control measures, consistent with SIP requirements. Project-level conformity to the SIP is 
determined by demonstrating conformity to a plan's purpose of eliminating or reducing the se
verity and number of violations of the NAAQS and supporting the expeditious attainment of the 
standards. 

The applicable MPO for the New York Metropolitan Area is NYMTC. NYMTC approved the 
conformity determination for the RTP, which is the metropolitan area's long-range transporta
tion plan, and the 2000-2004 TIP on September 23, 1999. FHWA and FTA approved the TIP/ 
SIP conformity determination and EPA concurred with the findings. The MT A/LIRR East Side 
Access Project is included in the TIP and the RTP. •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

The basic project alternatives for the East Side Access Project were identified as part of the 
Major Investment Study (MIS) in a comprehensive planning process, with public involvement, 
that developed alternatives and evaluated them against project goals and objectives and anum
ber of other criteria to focus in and ultimately determine a Preferred Alternative. Three alterna
tives were carried forward in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): the No Action, Trans
portation Systems Management (TSM), and Preferred Alternative. 

In the MIS phase, 23 alternatives were screened and evaluated, as summarized in the appendix 
entitled "Alternatives Screening and Evaluation." From this long list of alternatives, three alter
natives were carried forward in the EIS. As described below, these are the No Action, TSM, and 
Preferred Alternatives. 

Since completion of the MIS in April 1998, these alternatives have evolved and consequently, 
are not identical to the No Action, TSM, or Preferred Alternative described in the MIS. The No 
Action and TSM alternatives have been revised to reflect current baseline conditions (for exam
ple, some of the improvements cited in the 1998 MIS have already been completed). Most im
portant, since the MIS was published, conceptual engineering work for the Preferred Alternative 
has begun. This provided more specific detail about all aspects of the alternative than was 
available for the MIS. 

The three EIS alternatives are described below, followed by a section on "Background to Project 
Planning," summarizing the MIS alternatives evaluation procedure, and the evaluation of Long 
Island yard sites. 

B. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No Action Alternative includes improvements that will be implemented by 2010 (the year 
the project could be completed) and 2020 (the forecast year for the project) by LIRR, regardless 
of whether the TSM Alternative or the Preferred Alternative goes forward. The No Action 
Alternative includes projects that have been approved and will be implemented by 2010 and 
2020-as identified in the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 2000-2004 Capital 
Program, LIRR's future plans, and other projects likely to be built by the analysis year. This 
includes completion of LIRR initiatives to bring the system into a state of good repair (such as 
the purchase of new rail cars, rehabilitation of certain stations, track improvements, etc.), along 
with major capital improvements to the LIRR system that will result in increased levels and 
quality of service. The No Action Alternative also includes changes to the railroad's operations 
plan that will be in place by 2010 and 2020. 

Under the No Action Alternative, capacity will be added on the URR system to accommodate 
projected ridership demand to the maximum extent possible without increasing track capacity 
to Manhattan. Service will be added and investments targeted to those branches that already 
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experience overcrowded conditions and where growth is expected to continue. Ridership growth 
and the capital projects developed to provide for future demand in the No Action Alternative are 
described in Chapter 1, "Project Purpose and Need." The effect of these MIA initiatives on ser
vice levels and operating patterns throughout the LIRR system is described below. 

INCREASING SERVICE DURING THE PEAK PERIOD 

PEAK DIRECTION SERVICE ADDITIONS 

Services changes under the No Action Alternative include increasing service to Penn Station 
from 37 trains to 42 trains during the AM peak hour. Additional service will be provided on the 
shoulders of the peak hour within the AM peak period and throughout the PM peak period. Ser
vice will increase on the following branches: 

• Port Jefferson (dual-mode service) 
• Oyster Bay (dual-mode service) 
• Montauk (dual-mode service) 
• Main Line/Ronkonkoma 
• Huntington 
• Port Washington 

REVERSE PEAK SERVICE ADDITIONS 

The Main Line Third Track Project will construct an additional track between Bellerose and 
Hicksville, providing capacity for increased reverse commute service and greater operating re
liability on the Main Line. Currently, the ability to expand the amount of service provided tore
verse commuters on the Main Line is limited by the two-track segment between Bellerose and 
Hicksville that operates in the peak direction of travel during peak hours. Consequently, only 
hourly reverse peak service is offered on the Main Line. The Main Line Third Track Project will 
double the amount of reverse commute service to Mineola, Hicksville, Huntington, and other 
Long Island centers of employment-from one train to two trains during the peak hour to and 
from Penn Station. 

The Main Line Double Track Project will construct an additional track between Farmingdale 
and Ronkonkoma stations. The single-track system on the Ronkonkoma Branch currently limits 
reverse peak service to one train per hour. Currently, only hourly reverse peak service is pro
vided. Double tracking to Ronkonkoma will allow additional peak direction service planned 
between Penn Station and Ronkonkoma. 

DUAL-MODE SERVICE AND BI-LE VEL FLEET 

New dual-mode service will provide a one-seat ride to Manhattan from diesel territory. Current
ly there are four dual-mode trains operating on LIRR. Nine dual-mode trains are expected to be 
operating once the full service plan is put into effect. The entire diesel-hauled fleet has been 
replaced by a new fleet ofbi-level coaches, slightly increasing line capacity. The new coaches 
are hauled by the new dual-mode and diesel locomotives. The new coaches will include cab con
trol cars, allowing push-pull train operation and eliminating the need for locomotives at both 
ends of the train. 

The dual-mode service and the new bi-level car fleet will shift riders from the Ronkonkoma and 
Babylon Branches back to the Port Jefferson and Montauk Branches east of Babylon. The 
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operation of dual-mode trains into Penn Station will provide the railroad the ability to reallocate 
equipment to reduce standees throughout the system. It is LIRR policy to provide a seat for 
every passenger east of Jamaica and to provide formal connections for trains at Jamaica Station. 
Consequently, customers from the diesel territory are provided with a seat to their transfer sta
tion and a seat on the connecting train that brings them to Jamaica. Thus, two seats are currently 
maintained for these customers. Passengers who currently transfer from a diesel train to an elec
tric train at Huntington, Babylon, or Jamaica will not require redundant seating once the dual
mode service begins. With dual-mode service, electric trains from branches such as Hempstead 
and Far Rockaway will no longer have to provide seats for diesel passengers boarding at 
Jamaica and could be reduced in size. 

MAINTENANCE AND STORAGE 

LIRR currently stores its electric fleet at eight facilities on the east end of the LIRR system and 
at western locations such as Jamaica, Hillside, West Side Yard, and C Yard in Penn Station. 
Diesel storage is currently accommodated by five eastern yard locations. No net increase in the 
dual-mode or diesel fleet will occur under the No Action Alternative. Hence, no expansion of 
diesel yard facilities will be required. 

The LIRR's current capital program and long-term capital plan anticipate the purchase of 670 
normal electric fleet (M-7) replacement cars over the next 20 years. In addition to those 
normal replacement cars, the electric fleet will also be expanded by some 7 80 additional 
cars to accommodate ridership growth, to increase the number of spare cars to 7 5 percent 
(the industry standard), and to add cars to make up for lost seats in the newer cars to 
satisfy the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

LIRR's existing electric yards cannot fully and efficiently accommodate the planned increase 
in fleet within existing boundaries. While there is ample storage for the electric fleet at the 
western locations, capacity constraints on the Main Line and a need to reduce non-revenue train 
miles generates demand on the electric fleet storage facilities farther east on Long Island. 

Consequently, the LIRR has identified a need to construct additional rail storage yard capacity 
in Nassau and Suffolk Counties for its current and future electric fleet. New yard capacity will 
be planned to improve LIRR's cost effectiveness and service throughout the L/RR rail 
network. A proposal to move forward with a search for potentially appropriate sites, 
analysis and selection of those sites, and, ultimately, the construction of such facilities is 
part of the LIRR's current capital program and long-term plan. As part of its long-term 
strategic planning process, the LIRR will seek new storage space on a branch-by-branch 
basis throughout its system. 

Current plans to accommodate the projected fleet size and improve operating efficiency 
and service include expansions within the existing yards at Babylon, Port Washington, 
Ronkonkoma, and Long Beach and building a new eight-track storage yard on the Port 
jefferson Branch. In the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the East Side 
Access Project, the Hazeltine and Cerro Wire sites were identified as potential sites for 
yard development for the Port Jefferson Branch under the No Action Alternative. That 
discussion was based on sites identified through a preliminary screening process 
conducted by the LIRR (see page 2-34 of the DEIS). That discussion is no longer 
applicable. Based on community input, the LIRR has determined that it will initiate a new 
site selection process for any new yards to be developed. This is discussed in more detail 
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later in this chapter, in the description of //Maintenance and Storage// in section D, 
//Preferred Alternative// (see page 2-26). As also discussed in that section, the Hazeltine 
site, in the Town of Huntington, was described in the DE/5 but is not included in the FE/5. 
This site has been eliminated because the OE/5 identified significant adverse impacts 
associated with the site's proximity to residential neighborhoods and because of 
community input received during the public comment period for the East Side Access 
Project's DE/5. The Cerro Wire site is retained in this FE/5 to illustrate the types of impacts 
that could occur from development of a new yard on the Port Jefferson Branch. 

Yard expansions within the LIRR right-of-way to accommodate lengthened trains, provide addi
tional tracks for increased service, or minimize non-revenue operating miles, will include the 
following: 

• Expanding the existing Babylon Yard within the LIRR right-of-way to accommodate seven 
lengthened tracks for 12-car trains; 

• Lengthening two tracks to accommodate 12-car trains in Port Washington Yard; 

• Adding two tracks in the LIRR right-of-way at Ronkonkoma Yard; and 

• Adding two tracks in Long Beach Yard. 

Maintenance of the diesel and electric fleet will continue to be perfom1ed in the existing facili
ties located throughout New York City and Long Island. 

OTHER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Other projects included in the No Action Alternative will improve the quality of service and sys
tem safety for LIRR customers. These projects include: 

• Substantial improvements at LIRR stations are planned over the next 20 years. Foremost 
among these are the plans for regional intermodal transportation hubs at Atlantic Terminal 
and Jamaica Station. The LIRR portion of Atlantic Terminal at Flatbush Avenue in 
Brooklyn will be completely rebuilt by 2010, in coordination with improvements to the 
nearby subway hub and development of a retail complex above the terminal. The new sta
tion will include an enlarged concourse, an air-conditioned passenger waiting room, wi
dened passenger transfer corridors, and a new LIRR entranceway at street level. 

• At Jamaica Station, substantial improvements will also be undertaken, including replace
ment of platforms and canopies. At the same time, the station will be integrated with the 
new terminus for a light rail system to John F. Kennedy International (JFK) Airport. A new 
overpass will be created to connect the light rail system terminus to the LIRR portion of the 
station. In addition, a new Central Control building will be constructed at Jamaica Station, 
to allow the railroad to consolidate its operating and administrative departments at one site. 
This center, together with proposed signal changes, will eventually allow LIRR to centrally 
control the activities of 12 interlocking control towers and 25 remote interlockings. 

• To meet the continuing demand for additional parking at LIRR stations, the railroad will im
prove and expand parking lots at many stations throughout the system. This parking pro
gram will consist of reconfiguration, resurfacing, striping, capacity increases (through re
configuration or by expansion into available fringe areas), improvements in Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) access, improvements to curbs, sidewalks, fencing, lighting, drain
age, signage and landscaping, and provisions to encourage bicycle use. 
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• The East River tunnels are being rehabilitated in coordination with Amtrak. This involves 
improvements both to the tunnels themselves and to their emergency ventilation systems. 

• Communications, traction power, and signaling systems will be improved systemwide. This 
will include gradual improvements to the signals and communications system, enabling 
more operational flexibility, increased speeds, and reverse commutation, and facilitating the 
eventual implementation of new signal technology. 

• In conjunction with the Main Line Third Track Project, an ongoing program to eliminate 
eight at-grade crossings, to improve safety on the Main Line. 

• Over the next 20 years, LIRR will gradually replace its wood ties with new concrete ties, 
which last significantly longer and reduce maintenance requirements. This construction 
work will be performed in phases, and synchronized with signal improvement work and 
other improvements to minimize disruptions to service. 

C. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) 
ALTERNATIVE 

The TSM Alternative is designed to maximize the use of the existing transportation system 
without major capital expenditures. It thus serves as a comparison for evaluating the added costs 
and benefits of the more costly Preferred Alternative. The TSM differs from the No Action 
Alternative in that it includes components that, despite their low cost, are not currently planned 
for construction or operation by LIRR. Some components of the MIS' s version of the TSM 
Alternative have already been constructed and are therefore not included as part of the EIS's 
TSM Alternative. 

The TSM Alternative was developed by considering and combining elements of several other 
alternatives that did not, by themselves, sufficiently satisfy project goals and objectives to war
rant further consideration. The TSM Alternative contains three major transportation elements, 
described below: increasing the number of rail cars on LIRR trains, increasing LIRR service to 
the Hunterspoint A venue and Long Island City stations, and extending the existing westbound 
morning contra-flow lane on the Long Island Expressway. 

INCREASING LIRR TRAIN LENGTH 

The TSM Alternative would create additional capacity for selected trains on the LIRR system 
by increasing the number of rail cars on certain peak LIRR trains to and from Penn Station. 
Train lengths would be increased by 2 to 4 cars, up to the limit of 12 rail cars, which is the maxi
mum LIRR platform length. This initiative would require lengthening of selected station plat
forms to accommodate the longer trains; affected stations would include Port Washington, 
Plandome, Manhasset, Great Neck, Little Neck, Douglaston, Bayside, Broadway, and Flushing/ 
Main Street. It would also require reconfiguring various east end terminal yard tracks (including 
those at Babylon, Long Beach, and Port Washington stations) to allow the longer trains to be 
stored. This component would also require the purchase of additional rolling stock to create a 
sufficient number of 12-car electric trainsets. It would also require the devotion of additional 
west-end yard space at Penn Station to store the longer trainsets. Together, these changes would 
result in the following increases in passenger capacity: 

• 2,400 additional seats per hour on the Babylon Branch; 
• 1,680 additional seats per hour on the Port Washington Branch; 
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• 960 additional seats per hour on the Long Beach Branch; and 
• 720 additional seats per hour on the Far Rockaway Branch. 

INCREASING SERVICE AT HUNTERSPOINT A VENUE AND LONG ISLAND CITY 

To better serve passengers traveling to destinations in East Midtown, the number of LIRR trains 
serving the LIRR Hunterspoint Avenue and Long Island City stations would be increased, so 
that more LIRR passengers could use this service and then transfer to connecting subway or 
ferry services to complete their trip to Manhattan's East Side. The increases to train service 
would be as follows: 

• One additional peak hour train from Port Jefferson to Hunterspoint Avenue. 

• One additional peak hour train from Yaphank to Hunterspoint Avenue. 

• One additional peak hour train from Oyster Bay to Hunterspoint Avenue. 

• One additional peak hour train from Patchogue to Hunterspoint Avenue. 

• One additional peak hour train from Port Jefferson to Hunterspoint Avenue and then contin-
uing to Long Island City. 

• One additional peak hour train from Speonk to Long Island City. 

Along with this new service, improvements would be made at the Long Island City and Hunters
point A venue stations to allow better transfers between LIRR and the nearby subways and fer
ries, as follows (see Figure 2-1). 

IMPROVEMENTS AT THE LIRR HUNTERSPOINT AVENUE STATION 

Tracks and platforms would be reconfigured at Hunterspoint A venue station to accommodate 
the increased service. Hunterspoint Avenue station currently has two tracks on either side of a 
single island platform, but additional capacity would be required to accommodate trains running 
in the reverse peak direction or reversing direction at the station. The existing high-level wood 
platform would be replaced with a high-level precast concrete platform. 

In addition, to facilitate transfers between LIRR and the subway at Hunters Point A venue, new 
stairway/escalator connections and a new ADA-compliant passageway would be created. Both 
the LIRR station and the subway station at Hunters Point are below the grade of the street, 
which is on a viaduct above the LIRR tracks. Currently, passengers transferring between the sta
tions must take stairs up to the Hunters Point Avenue bridge, traverse the sidewalk, and then 
take stairs back down to the subway. The new passageway would provide a dedicated pedestrian 
bridge between the LIRR station and the subway, and would lead to a new fare control area to 
enter directly into the mezzanine of the subway station. Consequently, passengers would take 
an escalator, elevator, or stairs up to the new passageway, travel along a walkway parallel to the 
Hunters Point A venue bridge, and then enter the subway station. 

IMPROVEMENTS AT THE LIRR LONG ISLAND CITY STATION 

To accommodate increased train service, the tracks and platforms at the Long Island City station 
would also be reconfigured, and yard tracks would be changed. The Long Island City station 
currently has two low-level station platforms and an adjacent yard that provides midday train 
storage on 13 tracks. To allow several trains to load and unload simultaneously and to reduce 
conflicting yard movements, the existing yard tracks would be realigned to provide four 
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850-foot-long high-level, precast concrete platforms serving eight tracks. High-level platforms 
are required because the new hi-level cars are only accessible via high-level platforms. 

Also at the Long Island City station, a new 500-foot-long covered pedestrian walkway would be 
created between the station and the East River ferry terminal. This walkway would follow the 
existing public right-of-way along Borden Avenue, through the New York Waterway parking lot 
to the ferry slip. Privately operated ferry service between the Long lsland City ferry terminal and 
East 34th Street in Manhattan would be coordinated with new LIRR service to Long Island City. 
Based on ridership forecasts for the TSM Alternative, the existing ferries and ferry slips in both 
Queens and Manhattan would be able to handle the additional passengers transferring from the 
railroad. If demand requires, the current 64-person ferries could be replaced with 250-person 
ferries during peak periods, or an additional slip could be added in Queens. 

In Manhattan, timed connecting buses would distribute ferry rider~. to Midtown Manhattan des
tinations along 34th, 42nd, and 49th/50th Streets. New York Waterway's existing bus service 
would be retained and supplemented to provide this service. 

LIRR STORAGE AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS 

The storage and maintenance requirements for the electric fleet under the TSM Alternative 
would be similar to those for the No Action Alternative, and includes the need for a new 
electric railcar storage yard on the Port jefferson Branch. The additional service operating 
in diesel territory would utilize available capacity in existing Long Island yards, such as Oyster 
Bay, Port Jefferson, Speonk, and Montauk. 

CONTRAFLOW BUS/TAXI LANE 

This initiative would extend the existing inbound (westbound) contra-flow bus lane that cur
rently operates in the morning peak period on the Long Island Expressway (LIE) between the 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel toll plaza and Greenpoint Avenue in Queens. The AM-only westbound 
contra-flow lane would be extended 3.6 miles to the east, to 102nd Street in Corona, Queens 
near the Grand Central Parkway interchange. This would improve morning peak hour travel 
time for Queens express bus service to Manhattan by using one lane on the eastbound side of the 
LIE for westbound bus and taxi service. 

This improvement is based on the New York State Department of Transportation's (NYSDOT) 
Contra-flow Advance Alternative II as analyzed in their May 1994 NYSDOT HOV Feasibility 
Study and refined in their Assessment of Extended Preferential MOV Lane in Western Queens 
study published in May 1997. • These studies, which were conducted for the section of the LIE 
from the Queens-Midtown Tunnel to Grand Central Parkway, identified new or expanded low
cost High Occupancy Vehicle (HOY) or Multiple Occupancy Vehicle (MOV) options for west
bound morning traffic using contra-flow lanes and moveable barriers. 

Currently, two sections of the LIE operate with HOY lanes and one additional section is cur
rently under construction. The first segment, implemented in 1971, is a single contra-flow lane 

* Due to monetary constraints, NYSDOT's 1997 study recommended a bus-taxi lane shorter in length 
than the bus-taxi lane component recommended in their 1994 study. However, the additional travel 
time savings to be gained by the longer bus-taxi lane led to the decision to retain the 1994 study's 
recommended configuration for inclusion as a component of the EI:S's TSM Alternative. 
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from the Queens-Midtown Tunnel to Greenpoint A venue, about 2 miles. This lane is open to 
buses, occupied taxis, and permit vehicles during the westbound (inbound) weekday morning 
peak period (7 AM to 10 AM). During this period, the contra-flow lane uses one lane on the 
south, or eastbound, side of the LIE for westbound traffic. The second HOY segment on the 
LIE, begun in 1994, provides one HOY lane in each direction between Exit 40 (Jericho) and 
Exit 64 (Medford) in Suffolk County. These lanes are not contra-flow lanes, but rather concur
rent-flow HOY lanes, carrying buses, carpools, and vanpools traveling in the same direction as 
other traffic on that side of the highway. In addition, concurrent-flow HOY lanes are currently 
under construction from Exit 32 (Little Neck) to Exit 40. When this work is complete, there will 
be a continuous HOY lane on the LIE from approximately the Nassau-Queens border to Med
ford, in Suffolk County. 

The TSM Alternative's bus and taxi lane would extend the existing lane from its current ter
minus at Greenpoint Avenue east to 102nd Street (see Figure 2-2). Vehicles could enter the new 
lane in two places: near 1 02nd Street or via a new on-ramp and fly over just east of 74th Street. 
Near 102nd Street, buses and taxis would enter the contra-flow lane via a gap in the median that 
normally separates the westbound and eastbound sides of the highway. Just east of 74th Street, 
the fly over would carry entering vehicles from Queens and Woodhaven Boulevards over the 
three westbound lanes of the LIE and across the highway median to a new contra-flow lane on 
the otherwise-eastbound side of the road. The flyover ramp would speed access to the LIE 
contra-flow lane for the multitude of express buses entering from Queens and Woodhaven 
Boulevards, significantly cutting travel times into Manhattan. 

Along its entire length, the westbound contra-flow lane would be segregated from opposing 
eastbound traffic by plastic tubular stanchions and by signage and signals that indicate that the 
contra-flow lane is in operation. 

The bus/taxi lane would operate only in the westbound AM peak direction, from 6:30AM to 10 
AM. During the evening peak, reverse (inbound, or westbound) traffic volumes are too heavy 
to allow use of one of the westbound lanes for eastbound traffic. 

Construction of the flyover and ramp between 74th and 80th Streets would necessitate recon
struction of all the westbound traffic lanes and the service ramps and lanes in this area. In addi
tion, where the LIE passes beneath LIRR at 86th Street, the eastbound LIE would have to be re
duced from three to two lanes so that the contra-flow lane (which would occupy one-typically 
the eastbound-lane) could fit beneath the overpass as well. However, according to the 1994 
NYSDOT study, the eastbound traffic volumes at that location require three lanes. A potential 
solution would be to close the on-ramp from the eastbound service road, which would reduce 
volumes on the primary LIE eastbound lanes enough that two lanes would be sufficient. East
bound traffic that normally would enter the LIE here would instead enter by continuing along 
the service road and using a new, two-lane on-ramp east of Queens Boulevard. According to 
NYSDOT's study, the eastbound service road has enough capacity to handle this rerouted traffic 
during the morning peak period. Constructing the contra-flow lane would require a reconstruc
tion of the LIRR bridge at 86th Street. For this reason, among several, NYSDOT does not wish 
to pursue construction of the contra-flow bus lane. 

COSTS 

Capital costs take into account only the costs associated with the system improvements required 
for the TSM Alternative. Funding required for initiatives included in the MT A Capital Program 
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are not included in this summary of estimated capital costs. Capital costs for the TSM Alter
native are estimated at $655.6 million (in dollars escalated to the midpoint year of construction), 
as outlined in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1 

Capital Cost Estimates: TSM Alternative 

Cost 
Component (in millions)* 

Increased Ferry Service $24.1 
Increased Number of Rail Cars on Peak Trains 214.1 
Extension of LIE Bus/HOV Lane 75.7 
Increased Service to Long Island City and Hunterspoint 341.7 
Avenue LIRR Stations (and related improvements) 

Total Capital Costs $655.6 

Note: *All costs escalated to the midpoint year of construction. 

D. PREFERREDALTERNATIVE 

OVERVIEW 

The Preferred Alternative would establish a direct link from the LIRR Main Line and Port 
Washington Branch to Grand Central Terminal (GCT). As shown in Figure 2-3, the new service 
would branch away from existing LIRR tracks at Sunnyside Yard in Queens and travel in tun
nels beneath Sunnyside Yard and LIRR's Yard A at Sunnyside. It would continue in the current
ly unused lower level of the existing 63rd Street Tunnel beneath the East River. In Manhattan, 
the service would continue west from the tunnel's terminus at Second Avenue and 63rd Street. 
Service would head west toward Park A venue and then south, beneath the existing MNR tracks 
under Park Avenue, into GCT. At GCT, LIRR would have new tracks, platforms, waiting areas, 
ticket windows, and other services. 

The Preferred Alternative would require construction of new tunnel connections beneath Sunny
side Yard and approximately 3 miles of new tunnel in Manhattan. Altogether, the project's mul
tiple tunnels would total approximately 9.5 miles of new tunnels, with approximately 13 miles 
of tracks. The project would also involve construction of numerous new structures, including 
new tracks, platforms, and below-grade ventilation and substation facilities in GCT; a new ven
tilation structure on East 44th Street between Vanderbilt and Madison Avenues; five new off
street entrances to GCT between 44th and 49th Streets; new below-grade substations and venti
lation facilities along the project alignment; a new LIRR passenger station in Sunnyside, 
Queens; new LIRR storage and maintenance facilities at Yard A and the adjacent Arch Street 
Yard in Sunnyside; new facilities in Queens at Blissville or Maspeth and Fresh Pond, for use by 
New York & Atlantic Railway (NY AR), to replace those displaced by the project from Yard A; 
and new facilities at Highbridge Yard in the Bronx for use by MNR to replace those displaced 
by the project from GCT. 

The following sections describe each component of the Preferred Alternative, beginning with 
elements in GCT and following the route out toward Long Island. The general location of each 
element is shown in Figures 2-3 and 2-4. 
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GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

The Preferred Alternative would bring LIRR passengers to a new LIRR terminal at GCT, one of 
New York City's most prominent historic structures and a major transportation hub. The 
following sections provide a brief discussion of GCT as it currently exists and also describe 
what would be constructed in GCT under each option of the Preferred Alternative. 

GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL TODAY 

While the monumental terminal building stands on a site between East 42nd and East 44th 
Streets, from Vanderbilt to Lexington Avenues, the terminal itself actually occupies a much 
larger area, with tracks extending beneath buildings and streets from midblock between Vander
bilt and Madison to Lexington A venues as far north as 50th Street. Including its concourses, 
passages, and underground platform and yard areas, GCT occupies some 48 acres of Midtown 
Manhattan. The terminal has recently undergone a major restoration project, in which surfaces 
-including the Main Concourse's famous zodiac ceiling-were cleaned and restored; a new 
grand staircase was created on the east end of the Main Concourse to match the one on the west; 
a new MNR arrival and departure board was installed; and new escalators, a lower level Dining 
Concourse, and numerous new retail stores were created. GCT is currently the main terminus for 
commuter rail service provided by MNR and an important hub for NYCT subway service (the 
Lexington Avenue Nos. 4, 5, and 6lines, the No.7 Flushing line, and the Shuttle between GCT 
and Times Square). It once served long-distance travelers as well, but Amtrak service to GCT 
ceased in the early 1990's, when it was shifted to Penn Station. 

The public spaces at GCT are on two levels: the Main Concourse, or upper level; and the Dining 
Concourse, or lower level (see Figure 2-5). Those two concourses provide access to two levels 
of tracks and platforms. The westernmost tracks on both levels are lower than the eastern tracks, 
to allow for one of the terminal complex's most significant engineering features: an upper- and 
lower-levelloop track that circles beneath the main terminal building .. The two-level loop track 
allows trains on the westernmost tracks on either the upper or lower level to exit the station by 
continuing forward, circling under the station and reconnecting to the easternmost tracks. The 
other tracks at GCT are stub-ended-i.e., they terminate at GCT-so that trains must reverse di
rections to exit. 

The Main Concourse is the primary public space at GCT, and its high, vaulted ceilings make it 
one of the signature spaces in New York City. The Main Concourse (upper-level concourse) is 
entered from street level on 42nd Street via a hallway that passes through Vanderbilt Hall, and 
also from the Met Life building to the north via staircases or escalators. Two main stairways 
ascend from the Main Concourse up to Vanderbilt A venue on the west and to retail space on the 
east, while a number of passageways connect the Main Concourse to 42nd Street, Lexington 
Avenue, and the Shuttle and Lexington Avenue subways. To the west of the primary entrance 
hall leading from 42nd Street, the southern wall of the Main Concourse houses the ticket win
dows and the large Harlem-Hudson departure boards for MNR. A similar bank of ticket win
dows is east of the entrance hall, with the New Haven Line departure boards above, but those 
windows are not in regular use. Just west of the Main Concourse is the Biltmore Room, an open 
room currently occupied by a large newsstand. On the north, the Main Concourse leads to the 
upper-level tracks, tracks 11-42 (some of these tracks are accessed from hallways to the east and 
west of the Main Concourse). As mentioned earlier, the westernmost of the upper-level tracks 
(tracks 38-42) are connected to a loop track. 
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The Dining Concourse, or lower level, lies just below the Main Concourse. The Dining Con
course is connected to the Main Concourse via a number of stairways, ramps, and escalators. As 
part of the restoration ofGCT, the Dining Concourse has been converted into a dining area, with 
restaurants and public seating areas. Like the Main Concourse and its upper-level tracks, the 
Dining Concourse is connected on the north to lower-level tracks 101-117, which lie below the 
upper-level tracks. 

The westernmost tracks on the lower level (west oflower-level track 117) are inaccessible to the 
public. These tracks comprise Madison Yard, an area where MNR currently stores trains during 
the midday and performs light maintenance work. One of the westernmost Madison Yard tracks 
is connected to the lower-level loop track. 

As mentioned above, the GCT complex occupies a large area beneath the streets and buildings 
between Madison and Lexington A venues. The passageways and public spaces in the terminal 
are located beneath buildings between East 42nd and roughly East 45th Streets; numerous exits 
from the upper level of the terminal are through office buildings surrounding the main terminal 
building. The platform area of the terminal extends north as far as 48th Street, from near Van
derbilt Avenue to close to Lexington Avenue. To allow pedestrians to take advantage of this 
layout, MTA has recently opened four new entrances to and exits from GCT from the north. 
These are at the East and West Walks in the Helmsley Building (between East 45th and East 
46th Streets), on East 47th Street close to Madison Avenue, and on East 48th Street just east of 
Park A venue. The new entrances connect to all the MNR platforms via several "cross passages" 
-east-west passageways that link each of the platforms with two north-south corridors and 
GCT, via stairs, escalators, and elevators. Between East 50th and East 57th Streets, the two 
levels ofMNR tracks merge into one level of four tracks that continue north under Park Avenue 
to East 96th Street, then on a viaduct above Park Avenue, to the MNR 125th Street station and 
onto the Harlem River Lift Bridge. 

EAST SIDE ACCESS AT GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

The Preferred Alternative would bring new LIRR service under Park A venue beneath the MNR 
tracks to GCT. Two engineering options were considered in the DE IS for the Manhattan align
ment, with different terminals at CCT. Option 1, which reflects the refinement of the project 
alignment in the MIS, would bring trains to the west side of the existing lower level of the termi
nal. Option 2 would bring trains to a new level beneath the existing lower level at CCT, and 
would create a new passenger concourse on the west side of the existing lower level of 
GCT. The two engineering options for the Manhattan alignment were developed to reduce the 
construction-related impacts on nearby tunnel structures and buildings along Park A venue that 
are associated with the design presented in the MIS. Option 1 is most similar to the MIS design 
but it would be constructed at a deeper elevation underneath the NYCT tunnel structures before 
rising up to meet the depth of the lower level of GCT. Option 2 stays deep and further reduces 
construction risk, avoiding the need to underpin Metro-North's tunnel structure and Park Ave
nue buildings that would be required under Option 1. 

Option 2 has been identified as the preferred engineering option for East Side Access because 
it has substantial advantages in terms of cost, constructability, and operations, and significantly 
fewer impacts on MNR and risks during construction. Specifically, Option 2 is preferable to 
Option 1 for the following reasons, among others (also see Table 2-2): 
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Table 2-2 

Comparative Features of Manhattan Alignment Options 

Option 1 Option 2 

Uses Biltmore Room and new space created adjacent to Dining • Madison Yard area as concourse provides for large waiting 
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proved passenger circulation 

Loop track for return moves • Stub end terminal 
Existing structure constrains throughput in "throat" at GCT • Throat area designed to suit throughput needs 
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Up to $400 million higher than Option 2 • Up to $400 million lower than Option 1 

Comparable • Comparable 
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Requires underpinning of train shed in GCT • No underpinning required 
Minimal rock cover over tunnels, mixed face tunneling 
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cross passageway 
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Sidewalk and lane closings for 4 years on 53rd Street for • No need to rebuild NYCT 53rd Street vent plant 
reconstruction of NYCT vent plant • No impact to 54th Street 
Sidewalk and lane closings for 3 years on 54th Street for con- • Sidewalk and lane closings for 2'h years on 55th Street for con-
struction of vent plants struction of vent plant 
Construction work for 2 years for 44th Street vent facility • Construction work for 2 years for 44th Street vent facility 
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• Option 2 would cost less to construct than Option 1. 

• Option 2 would perform better under "perturbed" or emergency conditions, because it 
would provide a large public concourse level that could se:rve as a new waiting area for 
passengers delayed by service outages at GCT. 

• Option 2 would not require lengthy track outages for MNR during construction, and 
therefore would not result in significant impacts to M N R .. as would Option 1. 

• Option 2 would not require underpinning of buildings along Park Avenue or MNR 
tunnels and, overall, would have significantly less construction risk than Option 7. As 
detailed in Chapter 17, //Construction and Construction Impacts,'/ Option 2 would al
low the use of different tunneling techniques and would isolate the construction work 
from existing railroad and subway tunnels and building foundations. 

Furthermore, public and agency comments received prior to and during the public com
ment period were overwhelmingly supportive of the project with Option 2 for its Manhat
tan alignment (see Chapter 23, //Process and Public Participation 11

). In addition, Metro
North and NYCT have expressed a strong preference for Option 2. 

Option 1 is retained in this FEIS for comparison purposes. Both options are described in 
more detail below. 

Option 1: Station in Existing Lower Level of GCT 

In Option I, LIRR's new track and platform area would occupy the westernmost track area of 
GCT' s lower level, including Madison Yard. That area is currently occupied by 4 tracks used for 
MNR service (tracks 114-117) and MNR's Madison Yard. The new LIRR tracks would be 
designated, from east to west, tracks 201-210. Tracks 201 to 205 would be stub-ended, while 
tracks 206 to 210 would be connected to the existing lower-level loop track (see Figure 2-6). 

The new platforms would be designated, from east to west, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. The new track area 
for Tracks 205-210 would be lower than the existing MNR tracks to the east. The new LIRR 
platforms would connect to two new passenger spaces: a passenger waiting/access area below 
the Dining Concourse level at the LIRR platform level, and a similar, but larger space adjacent 
to the existing Dining Concourse. All platforms would connect to the new platform-level room, 
either directly (from Platforms 1, 2, and 3) or via an underpass (from Platforms 4 and 5, beneath 
the loop tracks at the end of those platforms). The new platforrn-level passenger area would 
have escalators connecting to the new Passenger Concourse above; from there, another escalator 
would connect to a passenger space in the Biltmore Room on the Main Concourse level. Plat
forms 4 and 5 would also have a direct connection, via escalators and elevators, to the Biltmore 
Room on the Main Concourse level. The passenger concourse would house most LIRR passen
ger facilities, including waiting rooms, ticketing areas, and infonnation. The new escalators to 
the Biltmore Room would be at the northern end of the room, near the existing doorways leading 
to MNR's tracks 39 through 42. (Design and construction of new escalators to the Biltmore 
Room is subject to review and approval by the New York State Historic Preservation Of
fice at the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation.) 

In addition to the entrances from GCT described above, passengers would also access the new 
LIRR platforms from various points north of the terminal; three of the access points constructed 
as part of the Grand Central North project and in use by MNR customers would be shared with 
LIRR customers: 
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• At the northeast comer of East 48th Street and Park A venue (outside the W estvaco 
Building); 

• On the north side of East 47th Street between Madison and Park A venues (outside the Chase 
building); and 

• On the south side of East 47th Street between Madison and Park Avenues (this entrance is 
currently under construction as part of the new building at 383 Madison Avenue). 

In addition, the East Side Access Project would create five additional entrances similar to there
cently opened Grand Central North entrances (see Figure 2-7). All of the new LIRR platforms 
would be connected to new east-west passageways leading to these entrances/exits. The plat
forms would also be connected to the recently opened 47th Street east-west passage created for 
MNR, and would provide access to those entrances/exits as well. Hence, a total of eight access 
points north ofGCT would lead to the new LIRR platforms (see Figure 2-7). 

The new entrance locations were chosen from an initial list of 27 sites, based on a set of objec
tive siting criteria. While a review of structural and architectural drawings for affected buildings 
was part of the screening process, for some buildings these drawings were not up-to-date or even 
available. As information becomes available through structural and architectural surveys per
formed during preliminary engineering, the locations chosen will continue to be reviewed and 
assessed against the siting criteria. Any change in the location of an entrance to GCT is likely 
to be a minor one, with potential shifts within the same building or block, or to a nearby street, 
which would not significantly affect the environmental analyses presented in this document. 

The six new locations identified in the current plans for the Preferred Alternative are: 

• Within 347 Madison Avenue (at East 45th Street); 

• At the southeast comer of Vanderbilt A venue and East 45th Street (outside the Met Life 
Building); 

• On the south side of East 47th Street between Park and Lexington Avenues (outside of the 
American Brands Building at 245 Park Avenue), to serve both LIRR and MNR passengers; 

• On the southwest comer of East 48th Street and Park Avenue (outside of the Chase building 
at 270 Park A venue); and 

• Within or adjacent to the Bankers Trust building at 280 Park Avenue, on the north side of 
East 48th Street or the south side of East 49th Street between Madison and Park A venues. 

• Within the new building being constructed at 383 Madison Avenue, on the south side of 
East 47th Street between Park and Madison Avenues. (This entrance is currently being con
structed by a private developer in support of the Preferred Alternative.) 

At street level, the access points would likely be similar in design to those recently opened for 
MNR passengers. Some of the new entrances would be within existing buildings, where they 
would either occupy a storefront or create a new entrance into the building. Others would be 
covered entrances from the sidewalk. 

Option 2: New Deeper Station in GCT 

For Option 2, the DE/5 analyzed a new terminal beneath GCT's lower level with 10 tracks 
and five platforms. Since publication of the DE/5, the design for Option 2 has been ad
vanced. Currently, two design concepts are being considered for the Option 2 terminal, 
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both of which would require fewer tracks and one less platform than presented in the 
DEIS. To ensure that the terminal station and approach tunnels optimize constructability 
and operational performance, the design will continue to be refined throughout prelimi
nary engineering. 

Under Option 2, a new passenger concourse would occupy the westernmost track area of 
GCT's lower level-the area that would be used for LIRR's new tracks and platforms under 
Option 1. As described above, that area is currently occupied by four tracks used for MNR ser
vice (tracks 114-117) and the tracks of MNR' s Madison Yard. The new finished concourse 
space would be separated from MNR's track area to the east, and would be well lit and climate
controlled. It would include passenger amenities, such as ticketing booths, information booths, 
waiting room seating, retail elements (newsstands, etc.), and required LIRR administrative and 
operational support spaces (see Figure 2-8). 

New LIRR tracks and platforms would be located beneath the concourse area. The two 
design concepts being considered vary in the layout of the tracks and platforms under 
Option 2: one concept would have eight tracks served by four platforms on one new 
lower level, approximately 90 feet below the new concourse and existing lower level at 
CCT, while the other concept would have eight tracks served by four platforms on two 
new levels, approximately 90 feet and 7 7 0 feet below the concourse level. Figure 2-9 
shows a section of the single-level concept and Figures 2-7 0 through 2-7 2 show sections 
of the bi-le vel concept. 

To access the new concourse from the platforms, LIRR customers would use one of sev
eral escalator banks. The main bank would have five escalators, four of which would 
operate in the peak direction of travel. Most other banks would have two escalators and 
a staircase. Elevators from the platform level would also be provided. Escalator connec
tions to the Biltmore Room are also being considered for Option 2 under both design con
cepts. The design and construction of escalators to the Biltmore Room is subject to review 
and approval by the New York State Historic Preservation Office at the New York State 
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (this is discussed in more detail in 
Chapter 7). 

For either design concept of Option 2, the practicality of using the same five locations for new 
off-street entrances as in Option 1 was explored. Some basic differences in the design schemes 
for each option warranted a closer look at certain off-street entrance locations. For example, the 
elimination of cross passageways at 45th and 48th Streets as a means of egress to the street in 
Option 2 changed the vertical circulation requirements to satisfy emergency egress codes. The 
study determined that four of the five new off-street entrances proposed for Option 1 meet the 
siting criteria and are recommended under Option 2. These sites are: 

• Within 347 Madison Avenue (at East 45th Street); 

• On the south side of East 47th Street between Park and Lexington Avenues (outside ofthe 
American Brands Building at 245 Park A venue); 

• On the southwest comer of East 48th Street and Park A venue (outside of the Chase building 
at 270 Park A venue); and 
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• Within Bankers Trust at 280 Park Avenue, on the north side of East 48th Street between 
Madison and Park A venues or on the south side of 49th Street between Madison and Park 
Avenues. 

The off-street entrance outside the Met Life Building proposed under Option 1 is not recom
mended for inclusion under Option 2. This entrance was required under Option 1 to eliminate 
a dead end condition at the west end of the 45th Street cross passageway. Since this condition 
is not present under Option 2, an alternate location was evaluated that ranked higher under the 
planning criteria. The proposed fifth off-street entrance is on the southeast comer of 44th Street 
at 335 Madison Avenue (Bank of America). In addition, like Option 1, Option 2 would also use 
three of the access points constructed as part of the Grand Central North Project. 

These sites and other feasible alternatives, if identified, will continue to be evaluated during pre
liminary engineering as building surveys are completed and plans are developed to more de
tailed levels. 

MANHATTAN TRACK ALIGNMENT 

PROJECT ROUTE TODAY 

As mentioned earlier, MNR travels from GCT under Park A venue. Tracks and platforms occupy 
a wide area of the terminal, extending beneath buildings from Lexington to Madison A venue. 
Between roughly East 49th and East 52nd Streets, the track area narrows, and north of 55th 
Street, the railroad travels only beneath Park Avenue. At the same time, the lower level tracks 
rise to meet the upper level tracks, and north of 57th Street, four MNR tracks run under Park 
A venue on one level. 

In addition to the MNR tracks, several subway tracks are located along or near the project route. 
At East 53rd Street, theE and F line tunnels cross beneath Park Avenue and the MNR tunnel, 
on their route between the Lexington Avenue and Fifth Avenue stations. Also running east-west, 
theN and R line crosses the East Side of Manhattan at 60th Street (lower than the MNR tracks). 
Finally, the Lexington Avenue subway runs north-south directly below Lexington Avenue on 
two levels: the local No. 6 train is directly beneath the street, and the express Nos. 4 and 5 lines 
are beneath the local (see Figures 2-13, 2-14, and 2-15). 

EAST SIDE ACCESS ROUTE 

The new LIRR service in East Side Access's Preferred Alternative would travel north from GCT 
beneath the MNR tracks. The configuration of this route would be different under the two op
tions under consideration. 

Option 1: Station in Existing Lower Level of GCT 

With a new station in the lower level ofGCT, LIRR's tracks would be west ofMNR, beneath 
existing buildings. This would enlarge the track area that lies beneath existing buildings on the 
west side of Park A venue slightly: while today tracks are located beneath existing buildings as 
far north as 52nd Street, with East Side Access, they would be located beneath existing build
ings as far north as 55th Street. Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts," discusses 
the complex construction that would be required to build these tunnels (including the underpin
ning of a number of Park A venue buildings). 
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Chapter 2: Project Alternatives 

The 10 LIRR tracks would combine together to three tracks by 51st Street (see Figure 2-13). At 
the same time, they would gradually descend to new tunnels beneath MNR's tracks under Park 
Avenue. Trains on the eastern five LIRR tracks would reverse directions to leave GCT, traveling 
out of the station on the same tracks they arrived on. Trains on LIRR's western five tracks 
would do the same, or they would use the lower-level loop track, continuing forward on the loop 
track under GCT, and following the curving track around beneath the east side of Park Avenue, 
eventually rejoining the other LIRR tunnels east of Park Avenue. (After discharging their pas
sengers, some of the morning peak period trains would exit, without passengers, via the loop 
track to travel to LIRR's Yard A in Sunnyside, Queens for midday storage, while other morning 
trains would travel to Yard A by reversing direction. Still other trains would carry passengers 
out to Long Island by reversing direction. Train storage and maintenance at Yard A is discussed 
later in this chapter in the description of the Preferred Alternative in Queens.) 

At 53rd Street, the three main LIRR tracks would pass above theE and F subway lines, while 
the two loop tracks on the east side of Park Avenue would pass below them (see Figure 2-15). 
From 55th Street northward, the new LIRR service would travel in five tunnels beneath Park 
Avenue and beneath MNR's tracks. Beginning at about 58th Street the tunnels would gradually 
curve eastward and slope downward on their way to the 63rd Street Tunnel. All five tunnels 
would pass beneath theN and R subway lines at 60th Street and the No.4, 5, and 6 subway lines 
at Lexington A venue (between East 61 st and East 62nd Streets). Between Third and Second 
Avenues, the five tunnels would merge into two tunnels and join the existing 63rd Street Tunnel 
just west of Second Avenue, approximately 140 feet below the street. 

Option 2: New Deeper Station in GCT 

As described earlier, the tracks at CCT in Option 2 would be located approximately 7 stories 
below MNR's lower-level tracks. These would all be stub-ended tracks, so that trains would 
enter and exit on the same tracks. This deeper station would not need to use the loop track for 
departing trains because it would employ a wider "throat track" area than Option 1. The deeper 
station's throat track, where the 8 tracks combine, would not be constrained by the structure of 
GCT as would the throat track area in Option 1. This means the throat can be longer and trains 
can enter and exit the terminal faster, supporting peak hour train operations without needing a 
loop track. After discharging and/or picking up passengers, all trains would reverse direction 
and depart the terminal to the north. 

Between 52nd and 59th Streets, the tracks would join together and continue north in four tun
nels approximately 120 feet deep below Park Avenue (see Figures 2-14 and 2-15). At 53rd 
Street, all the tracks would pass well below theE and F subway tunnels. At approximately 58th 
Street, the tunnels would gradually curve eastward, passing beneath theN and Rand Nos. 4, 5, 
and 6 subway lines, combining into two tunnels at 61 st Street and Lexington Avenue, and 
joining the existing 63rd Street Tunnel at Second Avenue. 

63RD STREET TUNNEL 

The 63rd Street Tunnel under the East River was constructed in the 1970's under the authority 
of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority. The tunnel was bu:[lt with two levels, containing 
two tracks on the upper level for subway service between Manhattan and Queens and two tracks 
on a lower level for new LIRR service between East Midtown and Long Island. Subway service 
through the upper level of the completed 63rd Street Tunnel began in October 1989, when ser
vice on the B and Q lines was extended to 63rd Street and Lexington A venue, Roosevelt Island, 
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and 21st Street/Queensbridge. NYCT is currently extending this line approximately 1,500 feet 
farther to connect to the Queens Boulevard E, F, G, and R lines at Northern Boulevard (for more 
information, see the discussion of current planning context in Chapter 1, "Project Purpose and 
Need"). 

The lower level of the 63rd Street Tunnel remains unused. It extends in an easterly direction ap
proximately 1.6 miles from a bulkhead at 63rd Street and Second A venue in Manhattan, under 
the East River and Roosevelt Island, and into Queens, where it continues under 41st A venue to 
a point west of Northern Boulevard. Just west of Northern Boulevard, the upper level of the 
tunnel (NYCT) branches away toward Northern Boulevard, but the lower level terminates there. 
East Side Access would run its new LIRR service through the currently unused lower level of 
the 63rd Street Tunnel. 

QUEENS TRACK ALIGNMENT 

EXISTING SUNNYSIDE TRAIN FACILITIES 

As shown in Figure 2-16, the Sunnyside area of Queens is occupied by a vast railroad complex 
generally extending from close to Hunters Point A venue on the west to 43rd Street on the east, 
between Northern Boulevard and Skillman Avenue. The railroad uses in Sunnyside are domi
nated by Sunnyside Yard, which is used by Amtrak and New Jersey Transit (NJ Transit) for 
storage and maintenance of trains. Sunnyside Yard includes extensive trackage for train storage 
with associated overhead electric wire (catenaries) and numerous buildings and parking areas 
for railroad employees. Amtrak stores trains throughout the day at Sunnyside Yard, while NJ 
Transit uses the yard for midday storage of trains that have run inbound during the morning peak 
period and will run outbound during the evening. 

Trains traveling east from Manhattan's Penn Station-including LIRR trains headed out to the 
Main Line and Port Washington, and Amtrak Northeast Corridor trains headed north to Boston 
--emerge from the East River tunnels along tracks adjacent to the southern boundary of Sunny
side Yard, just north of Skillman Avenue. These tracks also carry Amtrak and NJ Transit trains 
headed for Sunnyside Yard. Trains can enter Sunnyside Yard from the west end or via the 
eastern loop tracks, which are close to 43rd Street. 

The 1.5-mile stretch of track-and the associated switches and crossovers-shared by LIRR and 
Amtrak and providing access to and from the East River tunnels, Sunnyside Yard, LIRR' s Main 
Line and Port Washington Branch tracks, and Amtrak's route to and from New England over the 
Hell Gate Bridge-is known as Harold Interlocking. 

Adjacent to Sunnyside Yard on the north is a separate, smaller train yard owned by LIRR. This 
yard, known as Yard A, has numerous storage tracks that can be used by diesel-powered trains 
(the tracks are not electrified) and a 6,000-square-foot maintenance shop building with a paved 
parking area. Yard A is currently used by New York & Atlantic Railway (NY AR). NY AR runs 
freight operations on selected LIRR branches under a franchise agreement, and uses Yard A for 
storage and maintenance of freight cars. NY AR moves freight trains to and from Yard A over 
LIRR's Montauk Branch, which connects to the western end of Yard A. The western end of 
Yard A also connects to Arch Street Yard. NY AR uses the northern half of Arch Street Yard as 
a shared loading and unloading facility used by several ofNY AR's freight customers, including 
Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey circus, which uses the yard to store circus trains when 
it comes to New York. NY AR has a freight office, warehouse, and two active tracks in the yard. 
The southern half of the yard is vacant. 
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Six bridges cross Sunnyside Yard, connecting the neighborhood on the north to that on the 
south: Hunters Point Avenue/49th Avenue, Thomson Avenue, Queens Boulevard, Honeywell 
Street, and 39th Street. The Queens Boulevard bridge carries vehicular traffic to and from 
Queens Plaza and the entrance to the Queensboro Bridge. It also carries the elevated No.7 sub
way line across the yard between its stop at 33rd Street and Queens Boulevard and the Queens
boro Plaza stop. Other subways nearby include theE, F, G, and R trains, which run beneath 
Northern Boulevard and stop at Queens Plaza. As described earlier, NYCT is currently ex
tending the upper level of the 63rd Street Tunnel to the Queens Boulevard (E, F, G, and R) line, 
so that B and Q service can connect to Queens Boulevard, and E and F trains can be routed in 
the tunnel. 

EAST SIDE ACCESS ROUTE IN QUEENS 

Regardless of which Manhattan alignment option is chosen, East Side Access's Preferred Alter
native would continue eastward from the lower level of the 63rd Street Tunnel to meet LIRR's 
Main Line and Port Washington tracks in Harold Interlocking, just south and east of Sunnyside 
Yard. Two tracks would continue from the existing tunnel, run under Northern Boulevard (and 
beneath theE, F, G, and R subway lines that run under Northern Boulevard as well as theN 
train, which is elevated above), and then fan out under Yard A and Sunnyside Yard into five 
separate tunnels. After crossing beneath the railroad yards, the tracks would ascend, emerging 
from the five tunnels to join both the tracks at Harold Interlocking and the loop track (see Figure 
2-17). Three of the five tracks would be for trains connecting to the Main Line and Port 
Washington Branch tracks, while the other two would provide access to and from LIRR's Yard 
A (discussed below). 

Construction activities associated with the Preferred Alternative would be closely coordinated 
with Amtrak operations to meet their requirements for access to and within Sunnyside Yard (see 
Chapter 17, '/Construction and Construction Impacts"). 

MIDDAY TRAIN STORAGE FACILITIES AT YARD A 

With the new service provided by East Side Access, LIRR would need a yard for midday storage 
of the electric trains that serve GCT. Yard A at Sunnyside would be used for this midday 
storage, and for cleaning and light maintenance (see Figure 2-18). Trains would travel to Yard 
A from the 63rd Street Tunnel via one of the Sunnyside Yard loop tracks, which would be re
aligned to connect to Yard A. A fourth loop track would be added to the three existing tracks to 
accommodate LIRR trains. Most of the trains that bring passengers to GCT during the AM peak 
period on weekdays would be stored at Yard A during the day, waiting to return to GCT to pick 
up passengers departing during the evening peak period. A total of 24 trainsets would be stored 
in Yard A during the midday period. NY AR freight operations at Yard A would be relocated to 
other yards, as discussed below under "Replacement Maintenance and Storage Facilities." 

During the midday, trains at the yard would be cleaned, serviced,, and inspected. In addition to 
storage tracks, Yard A and the southern half of Arch Street Yard would have a Service and 
Inspection shop, a car wash facility, an extraordinary interior cleaning facility,* and various stor
age buildings. A new LIRR building adjacent to the yard at 2950-2970 Northern Boulevard (at 

* Nightly cleaning includes sweeping and removal of debris; extraordinary cleaning includes hot-water 
mopping, and polishing and cleaning seat fabrics. 
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approximately 41st A venue) would house yard offices and crew quarters. This new building 
would be directly above the new tunnel. 

NEW SUNNYSIDE STATION 

In addition to the new service to GCT, East Side Access would also create a new station in Sun
nyside, Queens. Selected LIRR trains bound to and from Penn Station would stop at this new 
station located below the Queens Boulevard bridge, which crosses over the LIRR Main Line 
tracks and Sunnyside Yard lead tracks. In the future, this station could also be used for Amtrak 
and/or NJ Transit service. 

Due to capacity constraints to train service in the area of Harold Interlocking (in the 
Sunnyside Yard vicinity), a new Sunnyside station would not be operationally feasible 
without the improvements proposed as part of East Side Access. To add Sunnyside station 
as a stop for LIRR trains en route to Penn Station, some trains moving through Harold 
Interlocking would have to be rerouted to new, GCT-bound tracks planned under the East 
Side Access Project. Without East Side Access, stopping trains at Sunnyside station would 
create an unacceptable logjam of trains at Harold Interlocking. 

The new Sunnyside station would have one center-island and two side platforms that would be 
long enough for 12-car trains (see Figures 2-19 and 2-20). These three platforms would serve 
four tracks (two at the center platform and one each at the side platforms). The center platform 
would have two enclosed sheltered waiting areas. 

The station's main entrance would be at street level on the west side of the Queens Boulevard 
bridge near its Skillman A venue end, directly above the center platform. The station building 
would open onto the west sidewalk of the Queens Boulevard bridge, and would house the LIRR 
ticket office, ticket vending machines, waiting room, and passenger information center, and po
tentially public restrooms and some retail space. Passengers would access the station platforms 
from this station building. The center platform would be accessible via stairs and an elevator, 
and the two side platforms would be accessed by pedestrian bridges over the tracks and enclosed 
stairways and elevator down to the platforms. The pedestrian bridge to the southern platform 
would also continue to a designated drop-off and pick-up area on the north side of Skillman 
Avenue, approximately 150 feet west of Queens Boulevard. The drop-off and pick-up area 
would be located on Skillman A venue to avoid traffic congestion along the busy Queens Boule
vard viaduct. 

MTA has allocated $2 million in its 2000-2004 Capital Program to study improving pedes
trian connections between the proposed East Side Access Sunnyside station and transit 
stations at Queens Plaza and Queensboro Plaza. This study will be conducted by MT A, 
outside the scope of the East Side Access Project. 

EXTENSION OF NYCT LINES FROM EXISTING BELLMOUTH 

In addition to extending the existing lower level of the 63rd Street Tunnel for LIRR use, two 
NYCT tracks from the upper level of the 63rd Street Tunnel would also be extended. The exten
sion of these tracks, called TlA and T2A, would provide for a logical future connection to the 
planned NYCT storage yard in the vicinity of Sunnyside Yard. The tracks would be extended to 
a point to minimize future impact on LIRR operations, not precluding future expansion by 
NYCT. 
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HAROLD INTERLOCKING IMPROVEMENTS 

Adjacent to Sunnyside Yard, LIRR trains and Amtrak's Northeast Corridor trains traveling to 
and from Penn Station share the Harold Interlocking, an approximately 1.5-mile-long portion of 
track leading to the East River tunnels. The Harold Interlocking allows connection among tunnel 
tracks, LIRR's Main Line tracks, Amtrak's Northeast Corridor tracks through Queens and over 
the Hell Gate Bridge, and loop tracks leading into and out of the yard. Amtrak also uses Sunny
side Yard for train maintenance and storage, and NJ Transit stores trains there during the mid
day as well. Amtrak and NJ Transit can access storage and maintenance facilities via the loop 
tracks, without using Harold Interlocking. 

The number and frequency of trains running through Harold Interlocking make it a congested 
area, especially during peak periods. Amtrak and LIRR movements leaving and entering the East 
River tunnels and Sunnyside Yard create conflicts that must be managed closely to avoid train 
delays. Further, the large number of track crossings at Harold Interlocking presents numerous 
opportunities for conflicts. To avoid exacerbating this situation with additional LIRR service, 
East Side Access would make modifications to Harold Interlocking. These modifications would 
reduce track crossings and create the added capacity and flexibility required for construction and 
operation of the new LIRR service. As a consequence of these required improvements, it would 
also reduce existing operational conflicts. 

The proposed work at Harold Interlocking would essentially separate the tracks used by Amtrak 
and LIRR. When completed, Amtrak would travel on tracks separated from the LIRR Main 
Line, passing some sections of LIRR track in cuts and tunnels, and passing other sections on 
new track. New crossovers and switches would provide much greater operating flexibility for 
LIRR trains entering and leaving the East River tunnels. East of 43rd Street and just outside 
Sunnyside Yard, some new LIRR tracks would travel on a new viaduct structure beside the 
existing raised tracks until approximately 48th Street. 

SUBSTATIONS 

Six electric substations, connected to local utilities, would supply electric power to LIRR trains 
serving GCT. Each substation would be located in an existing structure and/or underground, at 
the following locations: 

• In existing GCT space between East 51st and 52nd Streets just west of Park Avenue in 
Manhattan; 

• Beneath 54th Street (Option 1) or 55th Street (Option 2) west of Park Avenue in Manhattan; 

• In the existing 63rd Street Tunnel ventilation shaft at 63rd Street and Second A venue in 
Manhattan; 

• In the existing 63rd Street Tunnel ventilation shaft and an adjacent new underground struc
ture, between the seawall along Roosevelt Island's western East River shore and the 
roadway; 

• In the existing 63rd Street Tunnel ventilation shaft in Queensbridge Park in Queens; and 

• At approximately 41st Avenue and Northern Boulevard in Queens. 
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VENTILATION FACILITIES 

Ventilation plants would provide fresh air to East Side Access's tunnels and underground 
spaces, including passenger areas. The ventilation plants would also remove smoke in the event 
of a fire. During normal train operations, a continuous air path would be open from street level 
down to the tunnel. During a fire emergency or periods when trains had to stop in the tunnel, 
fans would be turned on to move air into and out of the tunnel. Since Option 1 and Option 2 
would have different station layouts in GCT and different track alignments approaching GCT, 
these two options have different ventilation plans in Manhattan. 

MANHATTAN VENTILATION PLANTS 

Option 1 

Option 1, the station in the existing lower level at GCT, would create four ventilation plants in 
Manhattan, to ventilate the new LIRR trainshed in GCT, the tunnels under the west side of Park 
A venue, the loop track under the east side of Park A venue, and the approach to the 63rd Street 
Tunnel: 

• At 4 7 East 44th Street, replacing an existing 5-story building. This ventilation facility would 
serve the LIRR portion of the GCT trainshed; 

• Under East 54th Street between Park and Madison Avenues; 

• Under East 54th Street between Park and Lexington Avenues; and 

• At Second Ave and East 63rd Street, within the existing 63rd Street Tunnel ventilation 
plant. 

The below-grade ventilation facilities would be under the street, and would place gratings and 
street-level maintenance/exit hatches in the sidewalk. In addition, Option 1 would involve recon
struction work at the existing NYCT ventilation facility beneath 53rd Street between Park and 
Madison A venues. 

Option 2 

Option 2, the deeper station at GCT, would also have four ventilation plants to ventilate the 
Manhattan tunnels, but two of them would be in different locations than in Option 1. (No ven
tilation would be required for loop track tunnels on the east side of Park A venue, since this 
option would not use a loop track.) Option 2 would construct ventilation plants in the following 
locations: 

• At 47 East 44th Street (similar to Option 1 ). Under Option 2, this plant would also include 
the mechanical equipment required to provide climate control for this option's new lower
level mezzanine and half of the new platform and track area; 

• Within the lower level of GCT from 48th to 49th Street; 

• Under 55th Street between Park and Madison Avenues; and 

• At Second Avenue and 63rd Street (same as Option 1). 

In addition to the four Manhattan tunnels ventilation plants, Option 2 would require a number 
of additional air supply shafts to ventilate the new LIRR cross passageways and mezzanine. 
Each cross passageway and each section of the mezzanine would require a minimum of one 
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intake shaft and one exhaust shaft. The size of the shafts depends on the final configurations of 
the spaces and the total number of shafts to be employed. There are four possible types of venti
lation shafts that may be employed, depending on the availability of suitable above-ground 
space: 

• Gratings in the street or sidewalk; 

• Vents on the roofs of existing buildings above the trainshed; 

• Grills or louvers on the facades of existing buildings above the trainshed. These new grills 
would be at least 6 feet above the sidewalk level; or 

• Kiosk-type pylons installed in an open plaza or sidewalk, which would have either a hooded 
opening or a louvered opening. 

While specific sites have not yet been determined, these ventilation shafts would be sited as 
close as possible to directly above the area being ventilated. The intake and exhaust shafts for 
the cross passages and the mezzanine would be located in the vicinity of Park and Madison 
Avenues between 43rd and 49th Streets. 

ROOSEVELT ISLAND AND QUEENS VENT PLANTS 

On Roosevelt Island, an existing facility would be used to ventilate the lower level of the 63rd 
Street Tunnel. In Queens, one new ventilation facility would augment four existing 63rd Street 
Tunnel ventilation facilities (at 41st Avenue and Vernon Boulevard, 12th Street, 23rd Street, 
and 29th Street). The new East Side Access facility would be created beneath LIRR's Yard A, 
on top of the new tunnel structure. The facility would extend from beneath the new LIRR Yard 
A building on Northern Boulevard across the width ofYard A. 

REPLACEMENT MAINTENANCE AND STORAGE FACILITIES 

As described in the discussion of the Preferred Alternative above, East Side Access would dis
place existing rail activities from Madison Yard at GCT and from Yard A at Sunnyside. New re
placement rail yards would be provided for both MNR and NY AR. In addition to the relocation 
of MNR from Madison Yard to Highbridge Yard, described below, the Preferred Alternative 
would reconstruct a former train storage yard in the eastern portion of GCT's lower level for 
MNR use. 

RELOCATION OF METRO-NORTH TO HIGHBRIDGE YARD 

The new East Side Access facilities at GCT would occupy Madison Yard, an area currently used 
by MNR for midday storage, light maintenance, and cleaning. Both options under consideration 
would displace Madison Yard: Option 1 would use the space for its platforms and tracks, while 
Option 2 would use this area for LIRR's mezzanine. 

To replace Madison Yard, East Side Access would create new midday storage tracks and main
tenance facilities for MNR trains at Highbridge Yard, in the Bronx. Highbridge Yard had been 
previously selected by MNR as a preferred location for future midday storage of trains. The new 
facilities, on land currently owned by Metro-North, would be sufficient to meet MNR's pro
jected needs through 2020. 

Currently, Highbridge Yard is a partially used rail yard located on the eastern shore of the 
Harlem River north of Macombs Dam Bridge and south of High Bridge. Specifically, the yard 
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Street) on the north. The yard has limited tracks, located between the Harlem River and MNR's 
Hudson Line tracks. The Oak Point Link freight line runs through the yard as well. MNR cur
rently uses the approximately 20-acre yard for storage and construction staging. 

A number of improvements to Highbridge Yard would be made to replicate operations currently 
conducted at Madison Yard. The new Highbridge Yard complex would include the following: 

• A storage yard for storage and servicing of electric trainsets. This yard would have six 
tracks, with the capacity to store up to 11 electric trainsets during the midday. In total, the 
new Highbridge Yard facility would have the capacity to store approximately 90 train cars, 
sufficient to handle MNR's projected need; 

• Two runaround tracks (east and west) and new lead tracks at the north ends of the yard to 
allow connections from both directions; 

• A Car Appearance Facility, consisting of a 900-foot-long building covering two tracks. This 
facility would be used for periodic cleaning and repair of the interiors of MNR trains; 

• Two employee station platforms with an enclosed overpass; 

• Employee automobile parking; 

• A materials storage area; and 

• New fencing and pole-mounted lighting. 

In a separate endeavor, the Oak Point Link freight line would be relocated to the west side of the 
yard along the edge of the Harlem River prior to the reconstruction ofHighbridge Yard. 

The overall plan for Highbridge Yard also includes additional elements to be constructed by 
Metro-North that would not be constructed as part of the East Side Access Project, such as an 
enclosed train washer facility and various tracks and servicing facilities for dual mode (diesel 
and electric) trains. Because these facilities are not part of the existing Madison Yard, they are 
not included as components of the new Highbridge Yard replacement facilities of the Preferred 
Alternative. However, the effects of the additional train activity associated with these facili
ties are analyzed in this E/5. 

RELOCATION OF NEW YORK & ATLANTIC RAILWAY 

The new East Side Access service would also displace NY AR's operations from Yard A in 
Sunnyside. As described earlier, NY AR currently uses Yard A as a rail car storage and mainte
nance facility. With new service to GCT, LIRR would use all ofYard A for midday storage and 
maintenance ofLIRR trains that serve GCT. The Preferred Alternative calls for the relocation 
of NY AR operations from Yard A to two of three replacement rail yards, all located in Queens 
adjacent to the LIRR Montauk Branch tracks. As part of the East Side Access Project NY AR 
would create replacement railcar storage tracks for 61 cars (or 3,500 feet of storage track), most 
likely at Blissville Yard, and a replacement railcar maintenance shop, most likely at Fresh Pond 
Yard. The Maspeth Yard site is no longer under consideration, but remains in this docu
ment for comparison purposes. NY AR has been involved with East Side Access planning de
cisions and supports the project plans for new storage tracks in Blissville Yard and a mainte
nance shop in Fresh Pond Yard. 
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Blissville Yard 

Blissville Yard is located in Blissville, Queens, less than a mile from Yard A. It is just north of 
Newtown Creek and east of Dutch Kills (see Figure 2-21 ). Currently unused, Blissville Yard is 
being considered as a possible location for replacement rail car storage. Four to six unelectrified 
storage tracks would have to be constructed, each approximately 1,400 feet in length (to provide 
a minimum of 3,485 feet of storage track), to store 80 to 90 freight cars. In addition, two hand 
thrown switches, one each at the east and west ends of the yard, would be installed connecting 
the yard to the Montauk Branch, along with security fencing and pole-mounted lighting. 

Maspeth Yard 

Maspeth Yard is located in Maspeth, Queens, approximately 112 miles east of Blissville Yard 
adjacent to the Montauk Branch LIRR tracks. The yard runs along Rust Street near the intersec
tion with Maspeth A venue. Maspeth Yard is an active rail yard, currently used by NY AR as a 
storage facility and staging area for freight cars hauling debris removed from the Third Water 
Tunnel construction project. The four storage tracks at the yard connect to the Montauk Branch 
mainline tracks at the east end of the yard. A former connection at the west end of the yard was 
removed several years ago. 

Maspeth Yard was considered as a possible alternative to Blissville Yard for replacement rail 
car storage. Four additional storage tracks would have to be constructed, each approximately 
1,400 feet long, between the existing northerly yard track and the Montauk Branch tracks (see 
Figure 2-22). In addition, a hand-thrown crossover connecting the west end of the yard to the 
Montauk Branch would also be installed. However, as noted above, NY AR supports devel
opment of the rail car storage space at Bliss ville rather than Maspeth Yard. 

Fresh Pond Yard 

Fresh Pond Yard and Junction are located in Glendale, Queens, at the intersection ofLIRR's 
Montauk Branch and the Conrail freight tracks, approximately three miles east of Maspeth Yard. 
Fresh Pond Yard consists of a west yard and an east yard, divided by the Conrail bridge. Fresh 
Pond Yard is the major freight facility on the NYAR/LIRR system; the location where NYAR 
receives cars from Conrail's Oak Point Yard in the Bronx, which receives freight from the entire 
country. NY AR marshals the freight cars at Fresh Pond, and uses the yard for storage as well. 
NY AR's headquarter offices are also located in a trailer in Fresh Pond Yard. 

The yard is being considered as a location for the replacement maintenance shop, which would 
be sited at the current location ofNY AR's headquarters in the center of the east yard (see Figure 
2-23). The new maintenance shop would include the following components: 

• Approximately 6,000 square feet of area with two side-by-side service bays; 
• Tracks connecting to the LIRR Montauk Branch; and 
• Administrative offices for NY AR employees. 

OPERATIONAL ASPECTS 

The Preferred Alternative would increase peak hour service to Manhattan by approximately 45 
percent over No Action conditions. Service would be added throughout the LIRR system as ac
cess to Manhattan's East and West Sides is provided. Over the next 20 years, LIRR would ex
perience a 40 percent increase in its electric fleet. This increase is a result of a number of factors 
in addition to the planned service to GCT, including: ridership growth, modifications to the 
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interior configurations of cars to meet ADA requirements (resulting in fewer seats in new cars), 
an increase in the number of spare vehicles, and a need to reduce non-revenue (deadhead) car 
miles. A description of the additional service is provided below. Infrastructure for the overnight 
storage of trains required to support the new growth is described in the next section. 

INCREASING PEAK DIRECTION SERVICE 

The Preferred Alternative would create new LIRR service to GCT at all hours of the day. During 
the AM peak hour, it would operate 24 electric trains to GCT and maintain the current service 
level of37 trains to Penn Station. No significant changes in the dual mode or diesel territory ser
vice would occur under the Preferred Alternative. 

During the AM peak hour, the following service to GCT would be added: 

• Three to six trains each on the electric portions of the Babylon Branch, Port Washington 
Branch, and Ronkonkoma Branch; 

• Two trains each on the Hempstead Branch, Long Beach Branch, and Far Rockaway Branch. 

INCREASING REVERSE COMMUTE SERVICE 

Reverse commute service on most branches throughout the LIRR system would more than dou
ble as compared to the No Action Alternative. To accommodate GCT service, the Preferred 
Alternative would increase peak hour reverse commute service from 11 trains under the No Ac
tion Alternative to 24 trains; with 12 trains operating from Penn Station and 12 trains operating 
from GCT. Service to Main Line destinations, Ronkonkoma, and Huntington stations, would be 
provided at 20-minute intervals from Manhattan during peak periods (currently, reverse peak 
trains run approximately hourly). 

ROLLING STOCK 

The Preferred Alternative would require an estimated total of 220 additional electric cars 
over No Action conditions to operate the new service to GCT. The cost of this new rolling 
stock is included as part of the East Side Access Project. 

MAINTENANCE AND STORAGE 

With the East Side Access Project, maintenance of the electric fleet would continue to be 
performed at the 20 existing facilities and the new facility that the Preferred Alternative would 
construct in Yard A, where trains would be serviced during a midday layover. 

As discussed in the description of the No Action Alternative (see page 2-3), LIRR will 
pursue a future long-term plan for new rail storage yards. By adding some 220 new 
electric vehicles to the LIRR's fleet, the East Side Access Project would increase the total 
number of electric trains in operation in the LIRR system. It would therefore cause an 
incremental expansion of the amount of additional storage space required to meet LIRR's 
future needs. In particular, without the East Side Access Project, the LIRR projects a need 
to expand within the existing L/RR storage yard facilities at Port Washington, Babylon, 
Ronkonkoma, and Long Beach and to construct a new yard on the Port Jefferson Branch. 
With the East Side Access Project, there would be a need for additional electric rail 
storage space for the 220 new vehicles for nighttime storage and related servicing 
activities-overnight cleaning, ordinary servicing (toilets, etc.), and visual inspection. 
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As part of the LIRR's long-term capital planning process, LIRR will identify potential sites 
for new rail storage yards for its future electric fleet on a branch-by-branch basis. In so 
doing, the railroad will seek to maximize operational efficiency wherever possible. This 
can be done by siting yards in the eastern portion of the branch, thereby reducing the 
number of miles trains have to travel without passengers and increasing the amount of 
time available for servicing and cleaning trains. To allow an eftlcient operating plan for the 
LIRR overall and to enhance the operations of the new East Side Access service, it is 
anticipated that two new yards would be developed to meet the need for six tracks on the 
Babylon/Central Branch and five tracks on the Main Line/Ronkonkoma Branch and that 
the projected new Port jefferson Branch yard would be twice as large as in the No Action 
scenario (16 tracks rather than 8 tracks). 

The process of identifying potentially appropriate sites for the new yards and selecting 
preferred alternatives for those sites will be conducted by the LIRR. Planning for the 
storage yards is currently at a very early stage. At present no site on any LIRR branch has 
the status of a preferred yard location. The discussion of potential storage yards that was 
provided in the DE!S is no longer applicable. That discussion was based on eight potential 
yard sites identified by the LIRR through preliminary screening analyses. Since that time, 
however, the LIRR has continued to explore the possible alternatives for developing new 
yard space and has determined that it will initiate a new site selection process for any new 
yards to be developed. (As a result, the discussion of the screening process for the Long 
Island storage yards that was included in section E in Chapter 2 of the DEIS is no longer 
applicable and is not included in this FEIS.) 

The decision whether to go forward with one or more additional storage yards, where the 
yard or yards should be located, and the details concerning expansion of the existing 
yards will be the subject of a tiered environmental review. Under a tiered NEPA EIS 
approach, the lead agency focuses on the issues that are ripe for decision in the first-tier 
document and prepares further environmental analyses as elements of the subsequent 
actions become adequately defined. 

The steps that will be followed in the storage yard development process, to be conducted 
through a comprehensive public outreach process, are as follows: 

1. Develop site selection evaluation criteria 
2. Identify a list of potential sites 
3. Perform screening analyses 
4. Identify potential environmental impacts 
5. Develop mitigation measures. 

As the new storage yards would not be developed for a number of years, the public 
outreach and environmental review process for these yards has not yet begun. Therefore, 
at this time, it is not possible to identify the specific locations of new yards to be 
developed to meet the LIRR's future needs. 

Because the increased need for storage yards is one of the foreseeable environmental 
impacts of the East Side Access Project this FE IS includes an analysis of that impact. The 
FE!S identifies seven sites in Nassau and Suffolk Counties to illustrate the types of impacts 
that could occur with development of new yard facilities on Long Island. As noted above, 
this is a change from the DE!S, which described those sites as part of the site selection 
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process for new LIRR storage yards. It should also be noted that an eighth site, at 
Hazeltine in the Town of Huntington, Suffolk County, was also described in the DEIS but 
is not included in this FEIS. This site has been eliminated because the DEIS identified 
significant adverse impacts associated with the site's proximity to residential 
neighborhoods and because of community input received during the public comment 
period for the East Side Access Project's DEIS. (Chapter 28, "Comments and Responses 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement," provides details on the comments 
received.) 

The seven illustrative yard sites are described below and shown in Figure 2-24. The 
analyses of these sites presented in later chapters in no way preclude or replace the full 
site selection or environmental review process that will be conducted in the future by the 
LIRR for the new storage yards. 

The seven illustrative sites are as follows: 

• Cerro Wire (Port Jefferson Branch). The Cerro Wire site is located between the 
Hicksville and Syosset stations (see Figure 2-25). This site is located just north of Exit 43A 
of the Long Island Expressway, east of Robbins Lane, in the village of Syosset, within the 
larger Town of Oyster Bay, Nassau County. The analysis in the FEIS assumed 
development of 16 electrified, stub-ended tracks adjacent to the LIRR right-of-way. In 
addition to the tracks, 80 employee parking spaces would also be constructed. This yard 
would be twice the size of the yard that would be required on the Port jefferson 
Branch under the No Action Alternative (which would be 8 tracks; see pages 2-7 
through 2-4 of this chapter for a discussion of the No Action Alternative). A yard at 
Cerro Wire could be configured to diverge south of the LIRR right-of-way and occupy just 
the Cerro Wire property. In this case, the group of tracks would extend approximately 800 
feet south of the right-of-way, with each track approximately 1,050 feet long. Alternatively, 
a yard at Cerro Wire could instead run parallel to the LIRR right-of-way to encompass 
land on both the Cerro Wire property and the former Syosset Landfill just to its east. 
However, construction under the layout involving the landfill would entail some special 
construction techniques to protect the landfill cap. (In addition, it should be noted that the 
Cerro Wire property is currently being considered for development of a regional shopping 
mall, the Mall at Oyster Bay. On june 7 3, 2000, the Town Board of the Town of Oyster 
Bay passed a resolution accepting as complete the FEIS for the Mall at Oyster Bay, 
dated May 2000, which was prepared pursuant to SEQRA.) 

• Babylon (Baby/on/Central Branch). This site on the Babylon Branch is located in West 
Islip, in the Town of Islip, Suffolk County. It is east of the Babylon LIRR station and 
south of the existing Babylon Yard between NYS Route 231 on the west, Higbie Street on 
the east, the LIRR right-of- way on the north, and Union Boulevard on the south (see 
Figure 2-26). The analysis in the FEIS assumed development of a six-track yard at this 
site with approximately 15 parking spaces for employees. As in the No Action Alternative, 
Tracks 11 through 17 of the existing yard would also be lengthened to accommodate 12-car 
trains within the railroad's property. In addition, to avoid potential adverse effects, it was 
assumed that a visual barrier would run along the southern boundary of the yard. 

• Yaphank East (Main Line/Ronkonkoma Branch). This site on the Main Line! 
Ronkonkoma Branch is east of Yaphank station to the north of the LIRR right-of-way (see 
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occupies an eastern portion of the Suffolk County Department of Public Works facility 
and part of a privately owned tree farm. The analysis assumed that up to five stub-ended 
tracks and approximately 15 employee parking spaces would be provided. 

• Yaphank West (Main Line/Ronkonkoma Branch). This site, also on the Main Line! 
Ronkonkoma Branch in Yaphank, is undeveloped land to the west of the existing Yaphank 
station (see Figure 2-27). The analysis in the FEIS assumed that development of this site 
would include a double-ended yard with up to five tracks and employee parking. 

• Ronkonkoma (Main Line/Ronkonkoma Branch). This site is located just south of the 
existing LIRR yard at Ronkonkoma, in the Town of Islip, Suffolk County. The analysis 
assumed that, in addition to the two new tracks that would be constructed within railroad 
property for the No Action Alternative at the existing Ronkonkoma Yard, three electrified 
stub-ended tracks, a yard lead, and approximately 7 5 employee parking spaces would 
be constructed to the south of the yard on a largely vacant parcel of land (see Figure 2-28). 

• Pilgrim Hospital (Main Line/Ronkonkoma Branch). The Pilgrim Hospital site is located 
approximately 1 mile north of the LIRR right-of-way, about Yz mile east of the Deer Park 
LIRR station, in the Town of Brentwood, Suffolk County, on the Main Line/Ronkonkoma 
Branch (see Figure 2-29). The analysis in the FEIS assumed that three electrified 
stub-ended storage tracks would be constructed on the site, perpendicular to the LIRR 
right-of-way. An existing, approximately mile-long, unused track that leads from the LIRR 
right-of-way to the location of the proposed yard would be replaced and restored for use as 
a lead track. The group of tracks would extend from just north of Mercedes Way 
(approximately 4,600 feet north of the LIRR right-of-way) to just south of Community 
College Road (approximately 7,100 feet north of the right-of-way). At their widest point, the 
tracks would extend 100 feet from west to east. The yard would also include parking spaces 
for 15 employees. 

• Riverhead (Main Line/Ronkonkoma Branch). This site on the Main Line/Ronkonkoma 
Branch is approximately 1.6 miles east of the Riverhead LIRR station, between Sawmill 
Creek and Indian Island County Park, just west of Route 1 05/Cross-River Drive (see Figure 
2-30). The site is located in the Town of Riverhead, Suffolk County. The analysis in the 
FE IS assumed that three double-ended, non-electrified tracks would be constructed on the 
site, adjacent to the LIRR right-of-way. These tracks would serve dual-mode locomotive 
trainsets formerly stored at other yards (especially Ronkonkoma Yard) on the Ronkonkoma 
Branch, freeing up storage space at those yards for electric trains. The analysis did not 
assume that tracks between Riverhead and Ronkonkoma would be electrified, 
because of the prohibitive cost of electrifying the nearly 25 miles of track from 
Ronkonkoma. The group of tracks would extend approximately 100 feet south of the 
right-of-way, with each track approximately 1,050 feet long. In addition to the tracks, 15 
employee parking spaces would be constructed. The analysis also assumed that, to 
mitigate visual and noise effects, walls would be constructed around the yard and on the 
north side of the LIRR right-of-way. 

A number of branches would have sufficient capacity to store East Side Access trains without 
expanding beyond what is planned in the No Action Alternative. These branches include: Oyster 
Bay, Hempstead, West Hempstead, Far Rockaway, and Long Beach. On the Port Washington 
Branch, to accommodate additional peak hour service to and from Great Neck the Great Neck 
"pocket" track-a single storage track currently being constructed just east of the Great Neck 
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station-would have to be doubled in length. This lengthened siding would be used to store ad
ditional Great Neck-to-Penn Station trains. The new portion of the pocket track would be would 
be 1,050 feet long and would be constructed almost entirely within the LIRR right-of-way. 

COSTS 

Capital costs take into account only the costs associated with the system improvements required 
for each option of the Preferred Alternative. As outlined in Table 2-3, capital costs for the Pre
ferred Alternative are estimated at $4.7 billion for Option 1 and $4.3 billion for Option 2. Total 
capital costs include costs of construction, costs for engineering and management, costs to pur
chase additional rolling stock (220 new M -7 rail cars), and costs for property acquisitions and 
easements required for the project. 

Table 2-3 

Capital Cost Estimates: Preferred Alternative Option 1 
and Option 2 

Option 1 Cost Option 2 Cost 
Component {in millions) {in millions) 

Construction, Engineering, and Management $3,521.4 $3,288.6 
Right-of-way 400.0 265.0 

Rolling Stock 790.5 790.5 

Total ESA Capital Costs $4,711.9 $4,344.1 
Notes: The above table reflects the costs of the Preferred Alternative. Other 

improvements that benefit operations for LIRR or other transit operators 
and also benefit East Side Access could also be built while the Pre-
ferred Alternative is under construction. Funding for those items, which 
include extensions of MTA NYCT tunnel structures and storage yards 
on Long Island for nighttime storage of LIRR trains, would be funded 
by the agencies that most directly benefit from the improvements and 
not as part of the total ESA capital costs. 
Costs are escalated to midpoint of construction. 

E. BACKGROUND TO PROJECT PLANNING 

As discussed in the introduction to this chapter, the alternatives in this EIS were identified 
mostly during the MIS phase of project planning through a comprehensive evaluation process. 
In addition, more recent planning identified the need for storage yards on Long Island, which led 
to an evaluation of alternative sites for these facilities. This section summarizes the two evalua
tion processes. For greater detail, refer to the appendices. 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SCREENING AND EVALUATION 

The identification of alternatives that could meet the project goals began in January 1995. The 
process involved several years of discussions, outreach, scoping meetings, and research geared 
toward developing scenarios that would improve transit access to East Midtown Manhattan and 
increase the capacity ofLIRR. A Technical Advisory Committee aided in the review of techni
cal data, and a Citizens Advisory Committee provided a formal mechanism for obtaining a broad 
base of community input relating to project goals. 
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To bring focus to the evaluation, it was performed in two stages. Once all options were iden
tified, these "long list" alternatives were screened for their performance in meeting project 
goals and their potential for technical and operational feasibility. The remaining "refined list" 
alternatives that did not fail the screen were subject to a more detailed evaluation, so that project 
alternatives for further review in the EIS could be identified. 

IDENTIFYING ALTERNATIVES 

The extensive public planning efforts elicited a wide variety of ideas for improving access to the 
east side of Manhattan-from building a new rail terminal in East Midtown, to running LIRR 
trains on Manhattan subway lines, to expanding subway service beyond New York City limits. 
With all of these accumulated ideas and thoughts in mind, the project team compiled a prelimi
nary list of alternatives designed to capture the universe of ideas about how to improve access 
to East Midtown Manhattan. This was the "long list" of project alternatives, shown in Table 2-4, 
consisting of21 separate "Build" alternatives and two alternatives required for consideration un
der environmental and transportation regulations: the No Action Alternative, which includes im
provements to the transportation system that will be implemented regardless of the construction 
of East Side Access; and the Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative, which 
consists of transportation improvements that could be implemented without intensive capital ex
penditures. Regulations require that any selected alternative be <::valuated in comparison with 
both the No Action and TSM Alternatives. As such, these two alternatives were not subject to 
the MIS screening of "long list" alternatives, but carried through to the next level. 

SCREENING OF THE LONG LIST BUILD ALTERNATIVES 

The first screening of "long list" alternatives eliminated any alternative that either did not meet 
the project's two critical study goals-to reduce travel time to East Midtown Manhattan and 
to relieve train traffic congestion at Penn Station-or was deemed either technically or opera
tionally infeasible. In order to conduct the initial screening, information was gathered and 
organized in the following categories: right-of-way requirements, track work, utilities, struc
tures/tunnels, traction power, signals and communications, stations, parking, maintenance facil
ities/depots, vehicles, operating plans, impact on other operators, environmental issues, and 
community issues/concerns, among others. The names of each alternative are adaptations of 
names used in the MIS, while the numbers for each alternative have been retained from the MIS. 

Many of the alternatives did not meet the basic project goals in that they could not provide the 
required service to East Midtown Manhattan (several brought passengers to 59th or 63rd Street 
on the East Side before continuing south on the West Side, others did not go to the East Side at 
all, still others could not offer a one-seat ride to the East Side, etc:.) or relieve train traffic con
gestion at Penn Station (some actually would have increased congestion, others did not divert 
enough passengers away from Penn Station to make a difference). The results of the long list 
screening was a "refined list" of alternatives for further evaluation (see Table 2-5): 

• Bus/HOY Lane Alternative (Alternative 3); 
• All East Side Terminal Alternatives (Alternatives 4A-4D); 
• East Side Rail Station with New East River Tunnel Alternative (Alternative 6); and 
• Long Island City Intermodal Transfer Station Alternative (Alternative 7D). 
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Alternatives 

1. No Action 

2. TSM 
3. Express Bus/HOV Lane* 
4. LIRR East Side Terminal 

A. GCT via the Main Line 

B. GCT via the Montauk Branch 

C. Third Avenue via the Main Line 

D. Third Avenue via the Montauk Branch 

5. East Side Rail Station 
6. East Side Rail Station with New East 

River Tunnel* 

7. Sunnyside Transfer Station 
A. Queens Plaza** 

B. Harold Interlocking 

C. 42nd LRT to Sunnyside 

D. Lonq Island City lntermodal 

8. Subway Operation Over LIRR Tracks 

A. Port Washington Branch 
B. Inner Port Washington and Rockaway 

Beach Branches 

c. Atlantic Branch 
D. Atlantic Branch Shuttle 

9. LIRR Operation Over NYCT Tracks 

A. Port Washinaton Branch/BMT 
B. Port Washington Branch/IND 

C. Atlantic Branch to IND 

D. Atlantic Branch-Clockwise 
E. Atlantic Branch-Counter-Clockwise 

F. Atlantic Branch to Fulton Street Line 

Notes: 

Meets 
Study 
Goals 

Table 2-4 

Screening of Long List Alternatives 

Operational Issues 

Institutionally 
and 

Technically Sufficient Operationally Further 
Feasible Evaluation? Capacity Feasible 

~~y, ""'"'''''''''' Yes 
,,, 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
No Yes No No No 

Yes Yes No No Yes 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
No No No No No 

Yes Yes No No No 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

No Yes Yes No No 

No Yes Yes No No 

No Yes Yes No No 
No Yes Yes No No 

No Yes Yes No No 
No Yes No No No 
No Yes No No No 

No Yes No No No 
No Yes No No No 

No Yes No No No 

. These alternatives passed to more detailed evaluation by exception. See text discussion . 
** Similar to Long Island City lntermodal Alternative, but not as beneficial. See text discussion. 
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MT AJLIRR East Side Access FEIS 

EVALUATING THE REFINED LIST OF ALTERNATIVES 

The refined list of alternatives was subjected to more detailed evaluation aimed at identifying 
the most appropriate alternative(s) for consideration in the EIS based on a set of quantitative and 
qualitative criteria that included issues of performance, cost, community effects, social equity, 
and environmental impact. The TSM Alternative was included in the evaluation for comparison 
purposes, and the No Action Alternative served as the baseline against which effects of candi
date alternatives were measured. 

Information was developed for the following criteria: order-of-magnitude capital cost range; 
operating and maintenance costs; revenues, ridership, quality of service, economic impacts, 
community impacts, environmental impacts, and social equity impacts. Some of the criteria were 
assessed quantitatively using capital cost estimates. Quantitative assessments also used prelimi
nary ridership forecasts for the year 2020; this gave information for each alternative on the trips 
it would generate, riders who would use new facilities, travel time savings, and reduction in 
vehicle miles traveled (YMT). In other categories, where quantification was not available or in
applicable, alternatives were rated according to impacts (from+++ for the greatest positive im
pacts, to • • for the greatest negative impacts). 

The evaluation of the refined list of alternatives (see Table 2-5) resulted in the selection of GCT 
via the Main Line Alternative 4A as the Preferred Alternative. Each of the other alternatives was 
judged to be inferior to GCT via the Main Line for the following reasons, as detailed in the 
appendix: 

• The primary reason for eliminating the Express Bus/HOY Alternative (3) was that it would 
not have drawn enough riders to alleviate congestion at Penn Station. Secondarily, it would 
have adverse impacts on local communities, the environment, and social equity. 

• The three other East Side Terminal Alternatives (4B, 4C, and 4D) would all have cost consi
derably more than GCT via the Main Line, while drawing significantly fewer riders. Ac
cordingly, 4B, 4C, and 4D would reduce automobile YMT by less than GCT via the Main 
Line and would be less beneficial to the environment. 

The East River Tunnel with East Side Train Station Alternative (6) was fatally flawed in that it 
would not have relieved train traffic at Penn Station. Further analysis showed that it actually 
would have negative effects on train traffic at Penn Station and would have disrupted the com
munity significantly during construction. 

• Similar to the Express Bus/HOY alternative, the Intermodal Transfer Station Alternative 
(8D) would not draw enough riders to warrant its selection. Furthermore, it would not im
prove quality of service or reduce travel times significantly. 

On June 25, 1998, a NYMTC resolution affirmed that the Long Island Transportation Corridor 
MIS study was complete and the GCT via the Main Line Alternative was the Locally Preferred 
Alternative. The GCT via the Main Line Alternative was named the Preferred Alternative, and 
together with the No Action and TSM Alternatives, it is evaluated further in this EIS. •!• 
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Chapter 3: Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter examines the project's potential for impacts related to land use, zoning, and public 
policy. Regionally, transit access is often a powerful determinant of land use trends. The project 
could also affect land use locally by bringing more people to an area or changing the way certain 
train yards are used. Land use issues for this project include the potential for project alternatives 
to alter local land uses or influence neighborhood or regional land use patterns. Project alterna
tives may also support or contradict land use plans and policies. For study areas in Manhattan, 
Queens, Long Island and the Bronx, this chapter analyzes existing land use, zoning, and public 
policy; estimates future background conditions common to all alternatives in 2010 and 2020; 
and identifies and addresses potential impacts on land use, zoning, and public policy associated 
with the project alternatives. 

The geographic scope of the project and the variety of activities it will engender require that the 
analysis consider several study areas and subareas, as follows: 

• Long Island Transportation Corridor (LITC). This regional study area frames the basic Long 
Island Rail Road (LIRR) service area, which includes Manhattan, Queens, and Brooklyn, 
and Nassau and Suffolk Counties. Although residents of other parts of the New York region 
use the LIRR, their numbers are very small; the LITC contains the entire LIRR network of 
stations, routes and yards, and the vast majority of LIRR passengers. 

• Manhattan Land Use Study Area. The vast majority of LIRR users heading to and from 
Manhattan start or finish their trips in the area south of approximately West 70th and East 
79th Streets. In this area, the analysis addresses the compatibility of the proposed project's 
service changes and new terminal with established and potential future development and 
public policy initiatives. Local effects on land use near Grand Central Terminal (GCT) and 
Penn Station are also addressed. Because this area is large and varied, it is further divided 
into 11 neighborhood subareas (see Figure 3-1). 

• Queens Land Use Study Area. The greatest influence on land use in Queens is the potential 
effect of the proposed new station in Sunnyside. Therefore, a land use study area was de
fined within a Y2-mile radius of the station. The Y2-mile distance represents a reasonable 
walk to the station and thus defines the location of greatest influence of a new rail station. 
The analysis focuses on the new station's compatibility with and effect on established and 
potential future development and public policy. 

• Replacement Yard Land Use Study Areas. Because New York & Atlantic Railway's 
(NYAR) freight operations would be displaced from Yard A under the Preferred Alterna
tive, three potential relocation sites were considered: Blissville Yard, Maspeth Yard, and 
Fresh Pond Yard, all in Queens. As noted in Chapter 2, Maspeth Yard is no longer under 
consideration, but it is still analyzed in this document for comparative purposes. In 
addition, the use of the lower level of GCT for LIRR trains will require relocation of 
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Metro-North Railroad's (MNR) midday train storage area to MNR's Highbridge Yard in the 
Bronx. The areas surrounding each of these yards have been examined for potential land use 
impacts. Each land use study area is defined by an approximately 400-foot radius from the 
edge of the yard. Within these areas, detailed field surveys were conducted, focusing in par
ticular on identifYing any land uses that might be sensitive to changes in freight activities at 
the yards-such as residential uses, for example. 

• Long Island Storage Yards Land Use Study Areas. As described in Chapter 2, the FEIS in
cludes an illustrative assessment of seven different sites to present a range of different 
impacts that might occur with future development of new nighttime storage yards on 
Long Island. The seven sites analyzed in this FEIS include one on the Port Jefferson 
Branch (Cerro Wire, in Locust Grove), five on the Ronkonkoma Branch-including a site 
in an inactive portion of Pilgrim Hospital in Brentwood, property south of the existing 
Ronkonkoma Yard in Ronkonkoma, two separate sites in the vicimty of the Yaphank station 
in Yaphank, property approximately 1 Yz miles east of the Riverhead station in River
head-and one in West Islip, on property across the LIRR right-of-way from the existing 
Babylon Yard. Like the replacement yards, a land use study area for the Long Island storage 
yards is defined by an approximately 400-foot radius from the edge of each yard and 
detailed land use surveys of these areas were conducted. 

In addition to these areas, the project may affect land use and various neighborhood conditions 
in the vicinity of the tunnel alignment and other work areas during construction. Study areas 
have been defined along the proposed tunnel alignments and construction access and staging lo
cations in Manhattan and Queens. Existing and future background conditions in these areas have 
also been assessed. These are presented and potential impacts are addressed in Chapter 17, 
"Construction and Construction Impacts." 

In addressing potential land use impacts of the project, certain land use study areas were con
sidered, but ultimately NOT included in the analysis. Because the project would shift patronage 
among LIRR terminal stations, consideration was given to establishing land use study areas for 
each terminal. The patronage analysis (see Chapter 9, "Transportation") found that the number 
of LIRR commuters entering Penn Station in the AM peak period would decrease by 42 percent 
by 2010. As noted above, the effect of this change is addressed within the assessment of the 
Manhattan study area. The patronage analysis also found major decreases in patronage at the 
Hunterspoint Avenue and Long Island City stations in Queens. However, this reduction would 
affect only transfers between the LIRR and New York City Transit's (NYCT) No.7 train to 
Manhattan's East Side, since the vast majority ofLIRR riders who use these stations do so to 
connect to the subway. Since this change is internal-virtually all of the affected passengers 
now move from one station to the other without venturing into the neighborhood-no effect on 
land use patterns, zoning, or public policy is anticipated. Finally, patronage at Flatbush Avenue 
in Brooklyn is predicted to be only marginally affected by the project. Thus it is not necessary 
to consider a Brooklyn study area in this land use chapter. 
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B. HISTORY OF TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE PATTERNS 

THE LIRR AND LONG ISLAND 

Although the LIRR is now the largest commuter railroad in the country, it was originally built 
to shorten trips between New York and Boston. Passengers traveled from Brooklyn to Greenport 
and took a ferry to Connecticut, where they boarded another train to Boston. Given this purpose, 
it was sensible to construct the line through the sparsely populated center of the island-where 
land was either undeveloped or in agricultural use-rather than along the shoreline, where popu
lation was centered and where towns and villages had been established. The rail line's remote 
location was a benefit, as there were no centers of development or substantial populations to im
pede construction. Construction proceeded eastward in stages, beginning with the link from 
Brooklyn to Jamaica (completed in 1834) and culminating in the final phase to Greenport in 
1844. 

When it opened, the railroad offered the most direct and reliable means of travel to Boston. But 
just a few years later, in 1850, the LIRR, outdone by the opening of the New York, New Haven, 
and Hartford all-rail link to Boston along the southern New England coast, had to declare 
bankruptcy. However, this event coincided with the rise of rail transit as a regional service. Very 
quickly, it became clear that railroads offered high-speed transportation service between lo
calities, greatly enhanced the delivery of raw materials and goods, and were key to opening up 
areas for new development. Throughout Long Island, the LIRR and other providers began to 
build rail lines in coordination with burgeoning development. For example, in the 1860's when 
Alexander Tumey Stewart purchased 500 acres from the Town of Hempstead to build a model 
village (now Garden City) just west of the existing LIRR branch connecting Mineola and 
Hempstead, he saw rail service as essential to his development. When he could not make a 
satisfactory arrangement with the LIRR, he had the rival Central Railroad Company build a line 
from Flushing to Floral Park, and then through the center of the proposed new village to 
Bethpage, with a small spur to Farmingdale, and another spur to Hempstead, running about one 
block east and roughly parallel to the LIRR's Hempstead Branch from Mineola. 

By the end of the Civil War, intense rivalries grew between the LIRR and other rail operators 
who had built lines in support of new and established development. Over time, however, all 
these lines were consolidated into the LIRR. The network of rail lines traversing Long Island 
continued to encourage new growth and expansion of existing villages along its length. In 1910 
the LIRR was finally connected directly to Manhattan, when tunnels under the East River were 
completed. The link to Pennsylvania Station (see discussion below) on Manhattan's west side 
made travel faster and more convenient and supported the growth both of Long Island's residen
tial communities and of Manhattan as the region's premier employment center. 

The influence of the LIRR on Long Island development remained strong through the first half 
of the 20th century, but began to wane after World War II. The rise of automobile ownership 
and construction of the interstate and other highway systems throughout the country and on 
Long Island led to more widespread development. Town centers were still important, and LIRR 
was still a major attraction for the island's new residents, but the population and economy were 
no longer absolutely dependent on the railroad for transportation of people, goods, and 
materials. In this era, Nassau County saw enormous growth as prosperity allowed families to 
leave the cities and move to suburban homes. The growth trend continued to move eastward into 
Suffolk County as well. 
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World War II had also established Long Island as an employment center (major defense facili
ties were built in Lake Success, Bethpage, and Riverhead, for example), and although these 
employers have been greatly diminished in recent years, they have been replaced by other busi
nesses, including the computer industry. Today, all but the most easterly portions of Long Island 
are suburbanized, with a mix of development that is well-served by commuter rail, but that also 
relies on a network of roads and highways for the majority of trips. 

PENN STATION, GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL, AND MANHATTAN 

THE GREAT TERMINALS 

The first Penn Station and the GCT that exists today were built in the same era, in response to 
a nationwide trend in railroad travel. The industrial revolution after the Civil War, the growth 
of the country's cities as major population and economic centers, and the rise of a prosperous 
middle class combined to make rail service key to a strong national economy. In the pre-car-and
truck era, the railroad was the most efficient form of transportation for nearly everything: long 
distance travel; travel to and from work; local, regional, and national movement of goods and 
raw materials; and vacation travel. In addition, the technical innovations in tunnel construction 
and in the use of electrical power permitted the introduction of large terminals into center cities 
without the disruption that rail facilities had previously caused. Most of the unsightly, dan
gerous, and land-consuming facilities could be concealed underground. 

Reflecting the importance of rail travel, both terminals were conceived as extraordinary 
"gateways" to New York City. The quality of architecture and convenience to passengers distin
guished the design. There was also an expectation that both terminals would spur development 
and the orderly progress of the city. From this point of view, construction ofGCT was more suc
cessful than that of Penn Station, as discussed below. 

Penn Station 

The idea for Penn Station began in 1900, when the Pennsylvania Railroad (PRR) bought a ma
jority interest in the LIRR. PRR was now in a position to offer train service from the tip of Long 
Island to Philadelphia and beyond. Beginning in 1903 the railroad dug tunnels under the Hudson 
and East Rivers, developed the Sunnyside Yard in Queens, electrified the service through and 
near Manhattan, and built Penn Station. The work was completed in 1910. Penn Station, de
signed by McKim, Mead & White and covering the area from 31st to 33rd Street, Seventh to 
Eighth Avenue, was an architectural triumph. A companion building, using the same architects, 
was built for the General Post Office in 1913 just west of the station, between Eighth and Ninth 
Avenues. The railroad also developed a large hotel facing the station across Seventh Avenue. 
Together, these buildings were expected to foster a new civic center in West Midtown (Stem, 
et al., 1983). 

However, aside from these three buildings, the railroad did not control the surrounding neigh
borhoods. Penn Station and the General Post Office were located at the southeasterly end of 
Hell's Kitchen and the northwesterly end of the Tenderloin District. Considered a slum, the 
Hell's Kitchen neighborhood provided low-cost housing for the immigrants who worked in the 
nearby slaughterhouses, warehouses, lumberyards, and factories. The Tenderloin contained the 
city's theater, entertainment, and shopping district, intermixed with row houses, tenements, and 
a reputation for substantial criminal activity. Each neighborhood operated with a successful 
economy, and neither was likely to change without major public or private investment. 
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Over time, the area surrounding Penn Station did change. The entertainment and shopping dis
tricts moved northward-theater to Times Square, shopping to Herald Square and Fifth Avenue 
-and the garment industry began to dominate the area that had been the Tenderloin. Construc
tion of the Lincoln Tunnel and its approach ramps in the 1920's and 1930's removed many of 
the tenements and factories in the southern end ofHell's Kitchen. By the beginning of the post
World War II era, Penn Station's presence in the southwestern comer of Midtown had done lit
tle to change its surroundings. In 1962, primarily for financial reasons, the railroad sold Penn 
Station for a joint development project. The station was tom down and replaced by a new 
Madison Square Garden and Two Penn Plaza, a large (1.5 million-square-foot) office building. 
At about the same time, the Greyhound bus terminal just north of the station was razed to make 
way for One Penn Plaza, a 2 million-square-foot office building. This effort established a node 
of office space surrounding the station, but it took another 20 years-until the boom of the 
1980's-to establish the Penn Station area as an office district. Today, many of the loft and gar
ment industry showroom buildings have been converted to office use, from approximately 28th 
Street to 40th Street along Seventh Avenue and Broadway. 

Grand Central Terminal 

The roots of GCT' s relationship with surrounding development go back to the 1860's, when 
Cornelius Vanderbilt took control of the New York and Harlem Railroad, the New York and 
New Haven Railroad, and the Hudson River Railroad. All of these lines crossed from the 
mainland into Manhattan with terminals on the east and west sides. Vanderbilt decided to build 
a coordinated terminal at 42nd Street, the most southerly point in which steam locomotives were 
permitted in Manhattan, on a site at Fourth Avenue that already contained a number of railroad 
buildings. As part ofhis plan, he brought all the tracks together at a new yard in Mott Haven (in 
the Bronx) and acquired more land for storage and marshaling yards between Madison and 
Lexington A venues from 42nd to 48th Street. The terminal, known as Grand Central Depot, was 
completed in 1871 and was immediately followed by the Fourth A venue Improvement Scheme, 
which lowered the tracks on Fourth Avenue below street level to 56th Street, placed them in a 
tunnel from 56th to 96th Streets, and constructed the viaduct nmth of 96th Street. Above the 
tunnel, the project developed a landscaped median strip (really intended to mask the smoke 
emanating through vents from below), thus creating Park Avenue. 

In the three decades following construction of Vanderbilt's depot the New York Central grew 
rapidly, so that by the early years of the 20th century, the railroad was planning a new terminal. 
This time, however, the scheme was truly comprehensive. It involved ( 1) electrifying the rail
road to Mott Haven, (2) covering all of the tracks and creating a new Park A venue south of 56th 
Street, (3) routing Park Avenue around the terminal, using a built-in viaduct and ramps, and (4) 
using air rights to create revenue-producing development above the railroad's property between 
Madison and Lexington A venues, 42nd and 50th Streets. This last 1tem was the first application 
of an approach that has now been used the world over to finance infrastructure projects with 
revenues from related development. And it is the main reason for the difference between de
velopment at GCT and that at Penn Station. 

Within 15 years, the area closest to GCT contained substantial office development (for example, 
the Chrysler building, the Graybar building, the New York Central building astride Park 
Avenue), several hotels, and institutional uses, such as the Yale Club. Moving northward, Park 
Avenue had emerged as one of the city's most prestigious residential districts. All available air 
rights had been taken by luxury apartments and hotels. This spurred similar development farther 
north along the avenue to 96th Street. After World War II, most of the apartments south of 59th 
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Street began to be redeveloped for first-class office use, and this portion of Park Avenue became 
the spine for the most desirable business district in the nation. 

MANHATTAN 

Development ofManhattan proceeded from south to north, essentially from the first day of the 
first settlement. The core of commerce would expand, driving residential uses before it, which, 
in turn, would subsume suburban communities that had themselves been developed on farmland. 
This process went on unabated until the early 20th century. At that point, most of the city's 
banking, finance, insurance, and other service businesses were located in lower Manhattan. 
During the first three decades of the century, with new subways (and the Hudson River tubes 
from New Jersey) enhancing access and new technology permitting construction of skyscrapers, 
this district expanded greatly. In the 1920's and early 1930's "modern" office development be
gan to expand in Midtown, as well. In addition to the buildings around GCT, Rockefeller Center 
and the Empire State Building were constructed at this time. The expansion of the city's com
mercial district did not continue the usual pattern of advancing northward, because by this time 
the transportation infrastructure was in place and construction technology and city development 
policy encouraged development oflarger buildings in or near already established central busi
ness district areas. 

During the boom economy of the 1950's and 1960's, most of the new development took place 
in Midtown. The earliest buildings were on Park Avenue (including Le·ver House, the first steel 
and glass skyscraper, built in 1952), with some on Madison, Lexington and Fifth Avenues. De
velopment followed outward from this core to Sixth Avenue and Third Avenue. With the no
table exception of the Penn Plaza development discussed above, this trend was generally north 
of 42nd Street, between Sixth and Third Avenues (see Figure 3-2 for current land uses). 

After the recession of the 1970's, the next wave ofMidtown development contained more west
ward movement, primarily as a result of city policy in the form of the Special Midtown District. 
Adopted in 1982, this district covered all of what is now defined as '·'Midtown" and gave the 
greatest floor areas and design flexibility to the West Side, particularly the Times Square area, 
which was considered to be underutilized. By the late 1980's a number ofbuildings were com
pleted; although many of these were not fully occupied until after the recession of the 1990's. 
The Times Square area, further bolstered by the success of the 42nd Street Development Project, 
is now a solid, first-class commercial district. It is also the Theater District. 

In the post-World War II period, the Lower Manhattan Central Business District (CBD)* ex
panded as well. Early 20th century skyscrapers (e.g., the Singer and City Investing Buildings) 
were razed to make way for even larger buildings; and the areas eastward to Water and South 
Streets, southward on Battery Park Plaza, and westward in Battery Park City (a publicly spon
sored project) were developed. This growth was less robust than that of Midtown, however, and 
by the 1980's it was clear that Midtown had become the more desirable and prosperous of 
the two Manhattan CBD's. Current trends, supported by public policy, are to convert Lower 

* While Manhattan's Central Business District (CBD) is generally the area south of 60th Street, for 
practical purposes, there are in effect two CBDs, representing the locations in that area where busi
ness is most concentrated-Midtown and Lower Manhattan. The city's third CBD is Downtown 
Brooklyn. 
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Manhattan's older office buildings to residential use (e.g., 71 Broadway, 25 Broad Street, 40 
Wall Street) and create a 24-hour community of residents, workers, and visitors. 

The 1980's and 1990's have also seen the re-emergence of Lower Fifth Avenue (now called the 
Flatiron District) and Park Avenue South as strong office districts, housing architecture/engi
neering, advertising, publishing, and new technology firms, among others. 

LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE 

Construction of the LIRR link to Manhattan had major land use effects in Long Island City and 
Sunnyside, in addition to the center city. At the tum of the 20th century, Long Island City had 
been recently consolidated into New York City. It was a large area, including much of what is 
considered to be Astoria and Sunnyside today, but unevenly settled. There were pockets of de
velopment in the Astoria and Steinway areas, industries along th{: waterfront in Hunters Point 
and frame houses between Hunters Point and 35th Street, the County courthouse at Thomson 
and Jackson Avenues, and a small village in Sunnyside, but in the center lay a large expanse of 
farmland and the swampy headwaters of Dutch Kills. 

Railroad activities began in the area in 1900, when plans were laid for the New York Con
necting Railroad to link the LIRR and New Haven railroads. As part of this project, Hell Gate 
Bridge was constructed as a grade-separated right-of-way, entirely on private property. The 
PRR's plan to dig tunnels under the Hudson and East Rivers and to construct a major terminal 
in Manhattan required a power plant and a very large rail yard. The power plant and Sunnyside 
Yard were created on land in Long Island City. In 1905 and 1906 the railroad bought properties 
as necessary and undertook a major land reformulation effort. A 200-foot hill and other higher 
lands were leveled to fill in swampy areas and create a flat area fl)f the yard. Soil from the ex
cavation of the rail tunnels and the nearby subway tunnels (also under construction at the time) 
was also used to fill the area. When it was completed, the topography of Long Island City was 
dramatically different. Properties and streets had been removed and the yard cut Long Island 
City in two for its entire width, although six viaducts preserved the flow of traffic between the 
two areas. 

The change in landscape and the new rail service, particularly the potential for freight service, 
opened up new development opportunities. From 1905 to 1908, the Degnon Company acquired 
the low-lying meadow land on both sides of Dutch Kills, filled it using excavation from the two 
tunnels, widened the Dutch Kills channel to 150 feet by building bulkheads on both sides and 
dredging it to a depth of 23 feet, obtained a franchise to build rail connections to the LIRR, and 
set up a major industrial park that survives to this day. South and east of the railroad yards, and 
west ofVan Dam Street, the Degnan Company induced companies to locate in the new "Degnan 
Terminal" industrial park by offering cheap land and cheap shipping through the Dutch Kills 
channel and its connection to Newtown Creek, and through the railroad track connections direct
ly into any of the industrial plants. The project's success was accelerated by construction of sub
way service and the Queensboro Bridge at approximately the same time and by the rapid growth 
of American industry in that era. The presence of jobs in and around the industrial park con
tributed to the development of a residential neighborhood in the former open areas of Sunnyside. 

On the other side of the yard, construction of the Queensboro Bridge in 1909 entailed creation 
of a grand, very wide boulevard (Queens Boulevard) with grassy malls and other appurtenances. 
It lasted only 5 years, until the elevated lines for the No. 7 and N trains were constructed, effec
tively chopping up the large space into traffic islands. Nonetheless, the introduction of rapid 
transit service and the subsequent rise of the automobile created a node of "downtown" (e.g., 
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banking and commerce) uses on the north side of Queens Plaza and supported a variety of street 
level retail uses on Queens Plaza South. 

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

REGIONAL OVERVIEW 

The LITC encompasses a broad range of land uses in Manhattan, Brooklyn, and Queens, and 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties, from the low-density and largely residential communities of Long 
Island to the densely developed urban commercial core ofNew York City. Within this region, 
the LIRR links Penn Station to Brooklyn, Queens, and Long Island with 10 rail lines: the Port 
Washington, Oyster Bay, Port Jefferson, Hempstead, Ronkonkoma, West Hempstead, Far 
Rockaway, Long Beach, Babylon, and Montauk Branches. Based on fall 1998 ridership statis
tics, almost 90,000 people take the LIRR into Penn Station (the primary terminal of the LIRR 
and its only one located in Manhattan) each morning. This pattern of movement supports, and 
in fact makes possible, the density of the built environment in the city, particularly in Midtown 
Manhattan. 

MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

The Manhattan land use study area (see Figures 3-1 and 3-2), which contains the vast majority 
of final destinations of the LIRR riders traveling to Manhattan (about 95 percent of destinations 
fall within the study area), is large and varied. Thus, in the following discussion, Manhattan is 
broken down into the smaller study areas, or subareas, which are contiguous with those analyzed 
in Chapter 4, "Social Conditions" and Chapter 5, "Economic Conditions": 

• Lower Manhattan, extending as far north as Canal Street and the Manhattan Bridge. This 
zone includes Wall Street and the financial district, Battery Park City and the World Trade 
Center, the Civic Center, and Tribeca. 

• Village, between 14th Street and Canal Street. This area contains the neighborhoods of 
Greenwich Village, SoHo, the East Village, the northern part of Chinatown, and the Lower 
East Side. 

• Chelsea, west of Eighth Avenue between 14th and 33rd Streets. Along its western edge this 
subarea also extends north to 39th Street to include the Jacob K. Javits Convention Center. 

• Lower Fifth Avenue, between Fifth and Eighth Avenues and 14th and 34th Streets. This 
subarea includes Penn Station, Madison Square Garden and Penn Plaza, the Flower District, 
and the Ladies' Mile retail district. 

• Midtown South, east of Fifth Avenue between 14th and 34th Streets. This subarea includes 
the neighborhoods of Gramercy Park, the Flatiron District, Union Square, Midtown South, 
and Stuyvesant Town/Peter Cooper Village. 

• Garment Center, west of Fifth Avenue between 33rd and 42nd Streets (exclusive of the 
Javits Center). Aside from the Garment Center itself, which is the heart of New York's fash
ion industry, this subarea includes Bryant Park and the New York Public Library, Herald 
Square, and the Port Authority Bus Terminal. 
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• Clinton, west of Eighth Avenue between 42nd and 59th Streets. This subarea comprises the 
mixed-use, largely residential neighborhood of Clinton. 

• Midtown, between Fifth and Eighth Avenues and 42nd and 59th Streets. This subarea in
cludes Times Square, Rockefeller Center, the Diamond District, and the residential and 
hotel uses along Central Park South. 

• East Midtown, east of Fifth Avenue between 34th and 59th Streets. This subarea includes 
GCT and the heart of the Midtown office district, the United Nations, and the neighbor
hoods of Murray Hill and Tudor City. 

• Lincoln Square, west of Central Park West, roughly between 59th and 72nd Streets. This 
subarea includes the cultural and institutional uses surrounding Lincoln Center and the 
southern part of the Upper West Side neighborhood. 

• Upper East Side, east ofFifth Avenue, between 59th and 79th Streets. This subarea includes 
the residential, retail, and health care related uses (centered along York Avenue) of the 
southern portion of the Upper East Side. 

LAND USE 

Lower Manhattan Subarea 

Below Canal Street and the Manhattan Bridge approach, predominant land uses (see Figure 3-2) 
are defined by the Wall Street financial district, the World Trade Center and Battery Park City, 
governmental uses of the civic center, the Tribeca mixed-use neighborhood, and portions of 
Chinatown and the Lower East Side. The Wall Street area, home to the New York Stock 
Exchange, is the heart of the downtown business district. Dense office development charac
terizes the area, with numerous historic skyscrapers and more modem towers. Recently, in re
sponse to public policies aimed at increasing the residential character of the financial district, 
there have been a number of conversions of commercial buildings to residential use. 

The World Trade Center, a complex of commercial buildings bounded by West, Church, Vesey, 
and Liberty Streets, centers on the "twin towers" that each have more than 4.5 million square 
feet of space. Below the complex is a concourse featuring retail stores and connections to the 
subway and Port Authority Trans Hudson (PATH) trains. On the waterfront in this area is 
Battery Park City, a 92-acre mixed-use development begun in the 1970's on land created from 
fill. It lies west of West Street and extends from Battery Place to north of Chambers Street. 
Forming the commercial core ofBattery Park City is the World Financial Center, a complex of 
office towers with retail uses centered around a ground-floor atrium. Flanking the World Finan
cial Center to the north and south are residential communities w1.th shopping and restaurants, 
public open spaces, a waterfront esplanade and marina, the Jewish Heritage Museum and 
Stuyvesant High School. Development of Battery Park City is ongoing, and future buildings will 
continue to be constructed on currently vacant sites until the planned development is completed. 

The city's civic center contains a concentration of municipal and government functions centered 
around the area north of City Hall, including Foley Square and extending as far north as White 
Street. Government buildings in this area include City Hall, the Municipal Building, several 
courthouses, the headquarters of the New York City Police Department, and others. Between 
Canal Street and the Civic Center is the lower part of Chinatown, which is described below un
der the discussion of the Village subarea. Further east, the area between the Manhattan and 
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Brooklyn Bridges is primarily residential, with a mix of public housing, tenements, and institu
tional uses. 

North of the financial district and west of Broadway is Tribeca, a neighborhood characterized 
by a mixed and varied land use pattern containing residences, light industrial/warehouse space, 
commercial space, and ground-floor retail. Many of the mid-rise industrial and warehouse 
buildings in the area have been converted to residential lofts, commercial uses, or a combination 
ofliving-work spaces for artists. In general, the western portion ofTribeca is more residential 
than the eastern portion, and residential conversions continue to be a strong trend. 

Village Subarea 

Stretching from Canal to 14th Street, this subarea contains the neighborhoods of SoHo and 
NoHo, Chinatown, the Lower East Side, Greenwich Village, and the East Village. It is predomi
nantly residential, with lower density than the areas to its north and south. SoHo occupies the 
southwestern part of the subarea. Although originally a bustling industrial district, over the past 
30 years, artists and others have converted buildings into studios, galleries, offices, and apart
ments. The area has now become a fashionable residential and retail neighborhood that also in
cludes numerous restaurants, galleries, nightclubs, and boutiques. West of Sixth A venue, the 
neighborhood is predominantly a mix of warehousing operations, offices, and industrial build
ings, and has traditionally been a center for printing businesses. The larger buildings have been 
recently converted to standard office space. Like SoHo to its south, NoHo, a small neighborhood 
between Broadway and the Bowery/Third A venue, is generally characterized by industrial loft 
buildings, many of which have been converted to residential use and some to office use, with a 
mix of commercial and ground-floor retail space. 

East of SoHo are Chinatown and the Lower East Side. Generally, these are densely populated 
residential neighborhoods of walk-up tenement buildings dating from the high-immigration 
years ofthe 19th century. On the Lower East Side there are also numerous public housing com
plexes. The Lower East Side is famous for its ethnic neighborhoods (Chinatown and Little Italy) 
and its discount shopping centered on Orchard Street. 

Greenwich Village, including the West Village, is primarily a low-rise, historic residential 
neighborhood, between Houston and 14th Streets west of approximately Broadway. Major insti
tutions within this area include St. Vincent's Hospital and New York University (NYU), which 
is centered around Washington Square Park. Commercial uses are generally limited to retail 
shops along the major streets and avenues; office uses are not common in this area. 

The East Village, which extends east from Third Avenue, is a primarily residential neighbor
hood with land use patterns similar to those on the Lower East Side. The western portion of the 
neighborhood is occupied largely by low-rise, walk-up residential buildings, while the eastern 
portion contains large-scale public housing projects. In recent years, a trend of rehabilitation of 
existing residential buildings and construction of new mid-rise residential buildings in this area 
has begun to revitalize the neighborhood. 

Chelsea Subarea 

The Chelsea subarea contains a wide variety ofland uses. The area west of Tenth Avenue is in
dustrial. There is a mix of freight handling and transportation-related activities that rely on the 
area's excellent access to points west of the Hudson, and other industrial uses. A large rail yard, 
the LIRR West Side Yards, is bounded by Tenth and Twelfth Avenues and 30th and 34th 
Streets. Eleventh Avenue passes above the yard on a viaduct. Recently, the area around Tenth 
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Avenue and 23rd Street and the Gansevoort Meat Market at 14th Street have seen an influx of 
galleries-both new and relocated from other, more expensive areas. 

Between Eighth and Tenth Avenues up to approximately 30th Street is the residential area of 
Chelsea. Housing types range from low-rise townhouses and walk-up apartments to high-rise 
apartments. A large complex of publicly sponsored housing dominates the area north of 23rd 
Street. Commercial uses in the area are generally local retail shops that provide goods and 
services to the nearby residential community. Major institutional uses in the subarea include the 
Jacob Javits Convention Center, the General Post Office, and the General Theological Semi
nary, the oldest Episcopal seminary in the country. 

Lower Fifth Avenue Subarea 

This subarea, which runs from 14th to 34th Street between Fifth and Eighth Avenues, contains 
a mix of uses and neighborhoods, generally moving towards denser development going north. 
South of 23rd Street the area is largely residential, with a strongly emerging spine of commercial 
uses in loft buildings from Fifth to Sixth Avenue. Recently, a vibrant shopping district has ma
terialized in the old Ladies' Mile department stores on Sixth Avenue between 17th and 23rd 
Streets. North of 23rd Street, uses are more consistently commercial, including the toy center at 
Fifth Avenue and 23rd Street, the import-export businesses that line Broadway and its side 
streets, the flower district at 28th Street and Sixth Avenue, and the Penn Station/Madison 
Square Garden complex, which occupies the large block bounded by 31st and 33rd Streets and 
Seventh and Eighth A venues. There are three primary uses within the complex: below grade are 
subway and rail operations (and supporting retail uses); above grade on the west side of the 
block is Madison Square Garden; and on the east end of the block is a large office building (2 
Penn Plaza). The area surrounding Penn Station includes several large office buildings (collec
tively referred to as Penn Plaza), a hotel, the Farley General Post Office building, retail stores, 
and some residential buildings. Retail uses are concentrated near Herald Square, at the intersec
tion of 34th Street, Broadway, and Sixth Avenue. 

Although the area north of 23rd Street is still predominantly commercial, there is a substantial 
number of residential uses in converted loft buildings, row houses, tenements, and newly con
structed high-rise buildings. The recent rezoning of Sixth A venm: from 23rd to 31st Streets to 
permit residential use in addition to commercial use has resulted in high-rise residential 
construction. 

Midtown South Subarea 

This subarea, from 14th to 34th Street on the East Side, includes Union Square, the Flatiron 
District, Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cooper Village, Gramercy Park, Kips Bay, and Park Ave
nue South. Although mixed-use overall, the areas west of Lexington A venue are predominantly 
commercial, the area east of Third A venue and the area south of 23rd Street are residential, and 
the easternmost portion of the study area (between 23rd and 34th Streets and east of First Ave
nue) is dominated by medical uses. 

Union Square Park lies in the southwest portion of the study area. The neighborhood surround
ing it contains a mix of commercial and residential uses, with larger retail stores concentrated 
on the square and along 14th Street. The largest residential developments in the area are 
Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cooper Village, which together contain more than 11,000 rental 
apartments. The sprawling complexes, built by the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company, ex
tend from First Avenue to Avenue C and from 14th to 23rd Streets. 
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The area surrounding Madison Square Park, located between Fifth and Madison Avenues and 
23rd and 26th Streets, is characterized by large-scale commercial development. South of 
Madison Square is the Flatiron District, which contains a range of commercial and residential 
uses. The neighborhood's predominant building type, the loft, has resulted in an amalgam of 
uses including office, photography, home furnishings, and residential conversions. Extending 
north from the park, along Madison and Park A venues land use generally consists of offices and 
ground floor retail. Except for the Waterside residential complex at 25th Street and the East 
River, land uses east ofFirst Avenue are health care-related. The area includes Bellevue Hospi
tal, NYU Medical Center, the Veterans' Administration Medical Center, and the Hunter College 
Brookdale Health Center. 

Garment Center Subarea 

Overall, land use in the Garment Center subarea is characterized by the garment industry, retail, 
office, and transportation-related uses. The heart of the Garment Center, between Seventh and 
Ninth Avenues, has many large loft buildings used as manufacturing and office space by the 
fashion industry. In this area, Broadway is lined with large office buildings, most of which are 
related to the fashion industry, although the current tight office market has lead to the influx of 
general office tenants as well. 

The area west of Ninth Avenue is largely transportation-related uses, with much of the area 
taken up by the network of entrances and exits for the Lincoln Tunnel. The Port Authority Bus 
Terminal, on Eighth Avenue between 40th and 42nd Streets, is another major transportation site. 
Businesses located in this area include shipping and warehousing operations, auto-related uses, 
and other industries. 

Land uses in the northeast portion of this subarea are largely defined by Bryant Park and the 
main branch of the New York Public Library, and the office buildings and institutional uses 
clustered around their perimeter. Restored in the late 1980's and early 1990's, the 9 .6-acre 
Bryant Park is a key open space in midtown, attracting large numbers of workers from the adja
cent area and users of the New York Public Library (which falls within the park's boundaries). 
Surrounding the park and library are a mix of older and newer office buildings. Aside from the 
library, other institutional uses include the City University of New York (CUNY) Graduate Cen
ter on 42nd Street and a library branch at 40th Street and Fifth Avenue. Farther west on 42nd 
Street, land uses change to reflect their location at the southern end of Times Square, and in
clude theaters and entertainment retail (such as a Disney superstore). Several major sites are also 
under office construction as part of the 42nd Street Development Project. 

South of Bryant Park, the west side of Fifth A venue is lined with large office buildings, in
cluding Republic Bank Tower and 420 Fifth Avenue. Also on this part of Fifth Avenue is Lord 
& Taylor, a major department store located between 38th Street and 39th Street, and a number 
of ground-floor retail uses with offices above. 

Clinton Subarea 

Land use in Clinton, formerly known as Hell's Kitchen, is characterized by residential apart
ment buildings in its eastern half, with mostly warehouses and auto-related uses in its western 
half. In the eastern portion of the subarea, between Eighth and Tenth Avenues, the area's his
torical role as a working-class neighborhood remains visible in the tenements that line its streets. 
In support of the surrounding residential community, there are several public and private 
schools, and local retail shops are generally found along the avenues. St. Claire's Hospital and 
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St. Luke's-Roosevelt Hospital are also located in this area. Rising above the rest of the neigh
borhood is the 49-story Worldwide Plaza office development, on the block.bounded by Eighth 
and Ninth Avenues and 49th and 50th Streets. 

The western part of the subarea (west of Tenth Avenue) is largely warehouses and loft 
buildings. Many of the businesses in this area involve transportation, shipping, and storage. 
Auto-related uses are concentrated along Eleventh A venue, including garages, service stations, 
and car showrooms. Along with a scattering of houses and apartments, there are several high
rise residential apartments in the area north of 50th Street, primarily in the Clinton Urban 
Renewal Area. 

Midtown Subarea 

Within this subarea are Times Square, Rockefeller Center, the Diamond District, the west side 
of Fifth Avenue, and Central Park South. The range ofland uses includes theaters and entertain
ment, offices, retail, hotels, and some residential development. Times Square is centered at the 
crossroads of Broadway and Seventh Avenue a few blocks north of 42nd Street, and lies at the 
southern edge of the subarea. The many theaters and lively signage of Times Square reflect its 
history as a center of entertainment, and it remains a popular tourist destination. Planning efforts 
undertaken since the 1980's have resulted in new and ongoing development, a revitalized enter
tainment industry, and reinvestment in the area. Ongoing and planned projects in Times Square 
area are discussed below in "Future Conditions Common to All Alternatives." 

Rockefeller Center is a complex of 19 commercial buildings extending from 49th to 52nd Street 
and Fifth A venue to west of Sixth A venue. Begun in 1929 and developed over time, Rockefeller 
Center primarily contains commercial office buildings with shops, entertainment (Radio City 
Music Hall), and open public spaces at street level. At the heart of Rockefeller Center is the 
sunken plaza used as an ice skating rink in winter and for outdoor dining during warmer months. 
South of Rockefeller Center is the Diamond District, a dense concentration of businesses deal
ing in jewels and gold. The Diamond District is basically one block long, located on 47th Street 
between Fifth and Sixth Avenues. 

Rockefeller Center anchors the southern end of the Fifth Avenue shopping district (which also 
falls into the East Midtown subarea). Extending from 49th Street to 59th Street is a high-end re
tail district marked by stores such as Tiffany Jewelers and Saks Fifth Avenue. The retail strip 
along 57th Street from approximately Seventh A venue to Park A venue commands higher rents 
per retail square foot than anywhere else in the world. 

East Midtown Subarea 

The southern portion (34th to 40th Street) of the East Midtown subarea is generally known as 
Murray Hill, a residential area centered on Park Avenue. Along Fifth, Madison, and Third Ave
nues, however, are substantial commercial uses. The area east of Third Avenue contains the en
trances to the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and fairly recent residential development along First 
Avenue. Major institutions in the area are the Pierpont Morgan Library and the Business and 
Industry Library (in the old B. Altman's building). Another major use includes Con Edison's 
Waterside generating station along the east side of First Avenue-currently scheduled for 
closure. 

North of 42nd Street, this subarea contains the heart of the East Midtown office district between 
Fifth and Third Avenues and north to 60th Street. East ofThird Avenue, uses are generally resi
dential, except for the area around the United Nations. The area along 42nd Street is densely 
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developed with large office buildings in the area near GCT. Directly south ofthe terminal along 
East 42nd Street are several large office buildings, including the Chanin Building, Lincoln 
Building, former Mobil Building, the Daily News Building, and the Pfizer Building. The old 
Daily News Building is just east ofThird Avenue and the Ford Foundation Building is just east 
of Second Avenue. Together, these buildings create a concentration of intensely developed land 
uses along the busy East 42nd Street corridor. Land uses closer to the East River are influenced 
by their proximity to the United Nations, which is sited along the wateTfront between 42nd and 
48th Streets. North of 42nd Street between First Avenue (United Nations Plaza) and Second 
Avenue, buildings and offices are characterized by humanitarian groups, international political 
and governmental organizations, and a hotel. 

North of GCT from Third Avenue westward is a continuation of dense commercial develop
ment. Park A venue from GCT to 59th Street is marked by tall office buildings containing cor
porate headquarters for companies such as Chase Manhattan Bank, W estvaco, and Bankers 
Trust. Side streets west and east of Park Avenue contain offices of slightly smaller scale. This 
area is also home to St. Bartholomew's Church on Park Avenue between 50th and 51st Streets 
and the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel one block south. 

Recently, MNR's Grand Central North project created five points of entry and exit from the 
north end ofGCT tracks. These underground passageway's emerge at the following locations: 
one at the southeast corner of Madison Avenue and 47th Street (383 Madison) and one at the 
northeast corner, one in each of the "Helmsley Walks" which run north-south in the Helmsley 
Building between 45th and 46th Streets, and one in the Westvaco Building at Park Avenue and 
48th Street. 

The Fifth Avenue shopping district lies at the western edge of this section and influences land 
uses on Madison Avenue, as well. Throughout the area are a number of luxury hotels, restau
rants, and shops. 

East of Second Avenue are several of the city's most prestigious residential neighborhoods, in
cluding Tudor City, Beekman Place, and Sutton Place. Generally located between First Avenue 
and the East River, these communities, developed in the 1920's and l! 930's, are characterized 
by luxury apartment buildings and townhouses. Their presence has influenced development 
along First and Second Avenues as well, where many of the traditional tenements have been 
replaced by modern residential towers. 

Lincoln Square Subarea 

This subarea comprises the southern part of the Upper West Side neighborhood. Many of the de
fining characteristics of this neighborhood resulted from urban renewal projects of the 1950's 
and 1960's. Overall, the area's land use is characterized by a mix of cultural and other institu
tions, apartment complexes, brownstones, and ground-floor retail and commercial uses. 

Cultural and institutional land uses dominate the southern part of the subarea, which includes 
Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts, St. Luke's-Roosevelt Hospital Center, John Jay College 
of Criminal Justice, and Fordham University's Lincoln Center Campus. The New York 
Coliseum building, once the city's primary venue for conventions, is currently being 
redeveloped. 

Housing in this area includes a wide range of building types, ranging from modest walk-up 
apartments to luxury high-rise co-ops and condominiums. Brownstom::s are concentrated north 
of West 68th Street, and older apartments are generally located in the eastern part of the subarea, 
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including many luxury buildings along Central Park West. The most significant new residential 
addition to the area is Riverside South, between 59th and 72nd Streets and West End Avenue 
and the West Side Highway. Upon completion, the entire project should bring thousands of new 
residential units to the area. 

Upper East Side Subarea 

This subarea contains the southern portion of the Upper East Side neighborhood. Land uses are 
primarily residential, health care-related, and retail. The area is a center of employment for the 
health care industry, a land use which predominates on the blocks along York Avenue. In this 
area are New York Hospital-Cornell Medical Center, Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center, 
the Hospital for Special Surgery, and Rockefeller University, a research institute specializing in 
medical and physical science. Also in the study area is the Manhattan Eye, Ear & Throat Hospi
tal, at 64th Street and Third A venue. 

Residential development includes townhouses and brownstones, high-rise apartments, and walk
up apartments. In support of the area's residential population, there are a number of religious in
stitutions, and public and private schools in the area. Local retail uses, mostly in the form of 
ground-floor retail, are generally concentrated along the avenues east of Lexington Avenue. 
Madison A venue is home to a number of designer shops and boutiques. This subarea is also 
home to the Bloomingdale's department store. 

ZONING 

The last comprehensive New York City Zoning Resolution was enacted in 1961. In the past 35 
or so years, new development of land has been shaped by the 1961 zoning maps and a number 
of amendments to those maps. Not surprisingly, Midtown and Lower Manhattan are zoned pre
dominantly for commercial uses, with Midtown covered by the Special Midtown District, 
written to strengthen Midtown's standing as a business core, to provide incentive for further 
growth in specified areas on the West Side, and to support and preserve the Theater District and 
Times Square. Of particular interest is the Grand Central Subdistrict, which provides for the 
transfer of unused development floor area (air rights) from the terminal to a specified sur
rounding area. A 5 percent portion of the proceeds from the sale of the development rights pro
vides support for the ongoing maintenance of GCT. 

Clinton, a historically lower-income residential area, borders Midtown, and a Clinton Special 
District was created to preserve the lower-scale residential character of the neighborhood. The 
recent Theater District rezoning, which includes the east side of Eighth A venue and part of its 
west side near 42nd Street, will allow larger scale office developmmt to come to Clinton's door
step, but not enter the heart of the neighborhood. 

On the East Side north of 59th Street, the Upper East Side subarea is zoned predominantly for 
residential uses, with selected areas zoned for commercial uses. On the West Side, the Lincoln 
Square subarea is also zoned residential, except for the Special Lincoln Square District, which 
protects the area as a center of the cultural and performing arts. 

Zoning around Penn Station-in the Garment Center, Northern Chelsea and the north part of 
Lower Fifth-is predominantly for manufacturing uses. Manufacturing zones that allow large
scale light industrial uses dot the Penn Station area outside of its immediate surroundings 
(which are zoned for commercial uses). While these manufacturing zones are designed as buf
fers to adjacent districts that permit residential use, they do not allow residential use within their 
boundaries and they allow lower commercial densities than the midtown core. More important, 
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manufacturing space in the Garment Center is specifically protected by the Special Garment 
Center District, which limits the otherwise as-of-right conversion of manufacturing space to of
fice use in certain areas. 

The western half of Midtown South is zoned predominantly for commercial uses, reflecting the 
CBD's reach southward along Fifth, Madison, and Park Avenues. Midtown South's eastern half 
is fairly uniformly zoned for residential uses. While Chelsea contains a mix of manufacturing 
and residential zones, the Lower Fifth A venue subarea is mostly zoned for manufacturing. South 
of 14th Street, zoning in the Village subarea is overwhelmingly residential, with manufacturing 
allowed in its southwestern portion and commercial allowed on the Lower East Side. 

As its predominant land use indicates, Lower Manhattan is zoned for high-density commercial 
uses. Public policy, in the form of a number of tax incentives, promotes a 24-hour commercial/ 
residential community in Lower Manhattan, supporting continued use of feasible office build
ings and conversion of others. Development in the area of Lower Manhattan known as Tribeca 
(in the northwest) is regulated by the Lower Manhattan Mixed Use District, which protects the 
mix of uses and existing scale of this historic area. 

LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE STUDY AREA 

The Long Island City/Sunnyside study area, extending generally Yz mik from the site of the pro
posed Sunnyside station, includes Yard A/Arch Street Yard, Sunnyside Yard, related rail tracks, 
and parts of the Sunnyside and Long Island City neighborhoods. North of the rail yards, the 
study area includes the area south of 37th Avenue and east of 21st Street; south of the rail yards, 
it includes the area north of the Long Island Expressway and west of39th Place. 

LAND USE 

As shown in Figure 3-3, the study area is dominated by industrial uses, containing both heavy 
and light industry, auto-related industry, and more recently, institutional, commercial and resi
dential space. Sunnyside Yard and Yard AI Arch Street Yard, in the center of the study area, 
form the largest block of industrial uses. South of the yards, heavy industries are generally 
located along Dutch Kills and along parts of Hunters Point A venue, with less intense uses 
generally located north of 48th Avenue. Two areas of non-industrial use can be found south of 
Sunnyside Yard. The first is a narrow portion of the western edge of the Sunnyside residential 
neighborhood east of 39th Street, at the study area's eastern border. The second lies between 
Queens Boulevard and 47th A venue, where commercial uses (anchored by the International 
Design Center, or IDCNY, at 30th Street) and institutional uses (such as La Guardia Community 
College at Van Dam Street) have taken over former factory sites. 

The study area north of Sunnyside Yard is characterized by a wider range of land uses and build
ing types. Downtown Long Island City contains a number of commercial and retail uses along 
Queens Plaza, and the courthouse and the relatively new Citibank tower at Thomson Avenue 
and Court Square. Silvercup Film Studios, a center for film and televiswn production, occupies 
a converted industrial complex at 21st Street and Queens Plaza. Moving northward from Queens 
Plaza, commercial and industrial uses dominate, but there are a few residential buildings until 
the Dutch Kills mixed-use neighborhood, which lies in the northeastern portion of the study 
area. 
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ZONING AND PUBLIC POLICY 

Zoning in this area includes manufacturing, commercial and residential districts, as shown in 
Figure 3-4. The vast majority of the area is zoned for manufacturing uses, with a small strip of 
residential uses permitted along the eastern edge of the study area. Additionally, a portion of the 
Hunters Point Mixed Use District, which permits commercial uses, lies at the western comer of 
the study area. Zoning designations in the study area are shown in Table 3-1. 

Table 3-1 

Zoning Designations in the Long Island City/Sunnyside Study Area 

Zoning District Permitted Uses/Bulk 

Residential Districts: Commercial and manufacturing use prohibited; community facility 
permitted. 

R5 Detached sinqle- or two-family homes maximum FAR 1.25 

Commercial Districts: Residential and community facility use permitted). Commercial districts 
can be mapped as zoning districts or as overlays in residential districts. 
Commercial overlays permit low-density development of commercial 
uses. 

C1-1 Low-density neighborhood shopping. Low- to medium-density residential and 
community facili!y. 

C5-3 High-density commercial district, maximum FAR 15.0. 

Manufacturing Districts: Residential use generally prohibited. 

M1-1 M1-4 Low-density light industrial uses (high performance) and certain community facilities. 

M1-3, M1-3D Medium-density light industrial uses (high performance) and certain community 
facilities. Similar to M1-5 but intended for use outside Manhattan. 

M1-5 Medium-density light industrial uses (high performance) and certain community 
facilities. (Conversion of nonresidential to residential permitted in M1-5M.) 

M3-1 M3-2 Low density heavv industrial (low oerformance_l 

Special Purpose Districts: 

HP Special Hunters Point Mixed Use District 

Source: Zoning Handbook, New York City Department of City Planning. 1990. 

The size of the area's manufacturing buildings, its superior accessibility, and the loss of manu
facturing space elsewhere in the city have made Long Island City particularly important as an 
industrial center. To maintain the strength of the district, the 900-acre area defined by Van Dam 
Street, Newtown Creek and the East River, and Queens Plaza/Queens Boulevard has been desig
nated as the Long Island City In-Place Industrial Park. This designation allows the city to take 
an active role in maintaining and expanding industry there. However, within the district, public 
policy has identified particular areas for different uses: the Spec:tal Hunters Point Mixed Use 
District was recently amended to permit expansion and new construction of residential use 
there. Perhaps more important, when the city mapped the CS-3 district in the New York City 
Court Square Subdistrict of the Hunters Point District, it signaled a policy to promote the fourth 
CBD in Long Island City. The approval by the city and state of the Queens West Development 
project just outside the study area also reflected a policy for appropriate mixed-use (commercial 
and residential) development of portions of the industrial waterfront in Long Island City. 
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LONG ISLAND 

Long Island consists offour counties: Kings (or Brooklyn) and Queens in New York City, and 
Nassau and Suffolk. It is known in the region as "The Island," stretching 120 miles from the 
western shores of Sunset Park and Bay Ridge in Brooklyn to Montauk Point at its eastern tip. 
Land uses vary from the high-density CBD of downtown Brooklyn to the rural farms and 
wineries of the North Fork in Suffolk County. The majority of the Island is suburban and 
residential, with small to moderate sized villages and towns. The discussion below focuses on 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties, since most often the term "Long Island" is used to refer to those 
two counties together, and not to Brooklyn or Queens. 

NASSAU COUNTY 

Nassau County consists of three towns: Hempstead, Oyster Bay, and North Hempstead; two 
cities: Glen Cove and Long Beach; and 64 incorporated villages. Except for the boroughs of 
New York City, Nassau County is the most densely settled county in the state, with almost 1.3 
million residents living on 287 square miles (more than 4,500 people per square mile). However, 
this density is deceptive: Nassau County is overwhelmingly suburban, with its most intensely 
developed centers constructed at a low scale of approximately 0.4 FAR. 

Residential Land Use 

Land uses in Nassau are predominantly residential throughout (87 percent of tax parcels and 55 
percent of acreage in 1997) (see Table 3-2). Residential densities range from extremely low (less 
than one dwelling unit per five acres) to high (II+ dwelling units per acre). Low densities pre
dominate in Oyster Bay east of Glen Cove Road and north of Jericho Turnpike, and in the North 
Hempstead villages of Kings Point and Sands Point. High-density residential uses are extremely 
few in Nassau County and almost all are located adjacent to the Long Island Expressway-in 
North Hills and at the border of Old Westbury and Oyster Bay. The majority of residential 
properties are medium-density, single-family homes located south of Jericho Turnpike or west 
of Glen Cove Road. 

Table 3-2 

Land Area by Land Use Category 
in Nassau County, 1998 

Percent 
Land Use Category Acres of Total 

Total Residential 100,100 55% 

Estates and Low Density (1 D.U./acre or less) 21 '1 00 11 

Medium Density (2-10 D.U./acre) 73,100 40 

Hioh Density (11 or more D.U./acre) 5 900 3 

Commercial 9 900 5 

Industrial 2,200 1 
Institutional 19,300 11 

Undeveloped Land 15,000 8 

Open Space/Parks 37,200 20 
TOTAL 183,700 100% 

Source: Nassau County Comprehensive Plan, December 1998. 
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Chapter 3: Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 

Commercial Land Use: Retail and Offices 

Commercial uses center around the village ofMineola, which is the county seat and one of the 
larger commercial centers in the county. Other larger commercial centers include Hicksville, 
Garden City, and Hempstead. The widespread use of automobiles since World War II has con
tributed to the spread of retail establishments along major roads in the county. Currently, strip 
mall and shopping center retail dominate the landscape adjacent to all major roads. 

In 1991, Nassau County had more than 27 million square feet of office space. Most of this space 
was located in a few clusters: Mitchel Field/Roosevelt Field; Town of Oyster Bay/LIE; Lake 
Success/New Hyde Park; Mineola/Garden City; Great Neck Peninsula; and the Village of 
Hempstead. 

Open Spaces, Institutional and Other Land Uses 

The county is dotted by public parks and open spaces, along with institutional uses such as 
Adelphi University, Hofstra University, and C.W. Post College (Long Island University). 

Zoning and Public Policy 

Zoning in Nassau County is determined on a local level, with each locality determining, among 
other things, permissible land uses, densities, heights and bulks. As such, zoning can vary 
greatly from municipality to municipality or be quite consistent from one place to the next. The 
practical result oflocal zoning is a limitation on the power of the county to determine land uses 
on a regional level. 

The county has, however, developed a land use map showing planned generalized development 
intensities to 2020 in its 1998 Nassau County Comprehensive Plan. Its land use goal is to: 

Promote a balanced pattern of land use that encourages the concentration of future de
velopment in established areas with adequate infrastructure and facilities, so as to make 
efficient utilization of the transportation network, preserve the County's environmental 
and scenic resources, and revitalize existing downtowns and Centers. 

The County's policy recommendations regarding land use stress the importance of transit
oriented development (i.e., development near transit nodes), the adaptive re-use of existing 
properties, and, as stated in the goals statement, the revitalization of the county's existing down
towns and town centers. Proposed development intensities closely follow existing LIRR routes. 
They are highest in towns that are directly served by the LIRR-Mineola, Hicksville, Hemp
stead, Valley Stream, Lynbrook, Rockville Center, and Freeport. 

SUFFOLK COUNTY 

Suffolk County consists of 10 towns and 31 incorporated villages. It is an extremely large coun
ty by southern New York standards, covering 911 square miles and encompassing a population 
of more than 1.3 million in 1990. Suffolk County is more than three: times larger than Nassau but 
only one-third as dense (1 ,451 people per square mile in 1990). It is 86 miles long and spans 20 
miles at its widest point. Its three largest towns are Brookhaven (408,000), in the north-central 
portion of the county; and Islip (300,000) and Babylon (203,000), both in the southwestern por
tion of the county. Other towns include Huntington and Smithtown in the northwest portion of 
the county; Riverhead and Southold in the northeast; Southampton and East Hampton in the 
southeast; and Shelter Island between the North and South Forks. The county seat of Riverhead 
is relatively sparsely populated, with only 23,000 people living in 67 square miles. 
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Land Use 

Land use patterns are very varied. In some ofthe county's larger towns, like Huntington, land 
uses are indistinguishable from towns in Nassau County. Other towns, like Southold on the 
North Fork, are still dominated by agricultural uses. One characteristic that most Suffolk County 
towns and villages have in common is the development pressure they continue to face. While 
some towns have responded to this pressure by welcoming strip-mall and big-box type retail 
development, other towns have fought aggressively to retain their "small-town" feel and to pre
serve open spaces. 

In much the same pattern as Nassau County, commercial uses in Suffolk County follow the local 
road and highway system. The Long Island Expressway, Sunrise Highway, and Montauk High
way are all paralleled by commercial strips along much of their lengths, as are a number of smal
ler main roads in the county. In addition, the county seat of Riverhead includes one of the larger 
town commercial centers in Suffolk. 

Land uses in the western portion of Suffolk County are similar to those in eastern Nassau 
County: predominantly residential uses of moderate density (2 to 10 dwelling units/acre) in the 
southwestern towns of Babylon and Islip, and predominantly residential uses oflow to moderate 
density (<1 to 4 dwelling units/acre) in the northwestern towns of Huntington and Smithtown. 
In Brookhaven, land uses begin to transition from predominantly residential at its western bor
der, to a mix of residential and vacant/open space as one moves east, to predominantly vacant/ 
open space at its eastern border with Riverhead (in the north) and Southampton (in the south). 
Throughout western and central Suffolk County, vacant land and open spaces have steadily been 
claimed for residential and retail uses. Brookhaven National Laboratory in eastern Brookhaven, 
along with Calverton Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve Plant just to its east in Riverhead, stand 
out as the county's largest institutional uses. 

Moving eastward along the North Fork, the towns of Riverhead and Southold are still dominated 
by agricultural uses, but residential and commercial uses have grown steadily in the past 20 
years. Riverhead, in particular, has seen considerable retail development and now contains one 
of the most successful outlet malls on the East Coast. Moving eastward along the South Fork, 
the towns of Southampton and East Hampton have faced intense development pressure, with 
much of the vacant and open spaces converted to residential use-especially along their south 
shores. This development has come at the expense of agricultural uses. 

Zoning and Public Policy 

In attempting to plan for the use and preservation of land on a regional level, the county faces 
the challenge of home rule: working with zoning regulations that are determined on a local level. 
Each of 10 towns and 31 villages in Suffolk County determines its own local zoning, making it 
extremely difficult for the county to achieve a unified land use policy. 

As a result, many of Suffolk County's land use policy initiatives center around the preservation 
of open space and agricultural land through purchase rather than through zoning. The oldest cur
rently active program is Suffolk County's County Farmland Development Rights Acquisition 
Program (commenced in 1974), which uses general obligation bonds to fund the purchase of 
conservation easements on active farmland. Suffolk County considers farmland to be an im
portant resource, in terms of economic benefits and retaining open spaces. This program, which 
has preserved approximately 7,000 acres of farmland through mid-1999, purchases the 
development rights to farmland to ensure its continued agricultural use. Supporting the county's 
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farmland preservation initiative are two federal programs with similar aims. The USDA Natural 
Resources Conservation Service's Farmland Protection Program, established under the 1996 
Farm Bill, provides federal matching funds for the purchase of agricultural conservation ease
ments by state and local governments with farmland protection programs in place. These federal 
funds can constitute up to half of the cost of purchasing the conservation easement. 

Another federal initiative to protect farmland is the Farmland Protection Policy Act. This act 
strives to minimize the extent to which federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irre
versible conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses. The act establishes criteria for assessing 
the relative value of the farmland compared to the relative value of the proposed use by 
considering the following two types of criteria: 

• Land evaluation criteria assess the relative value for agricultural production of the soil that 
would be converted to non-agricultural use compared to soils in the same governmental 
jurisdiction. Areas are subject to evaluation based on their soil type: soils comprising prime 
or unique farmlands, or farmlands of statewide importance, as defined by the act, would be 
evaluated for agricultural production value. 

• Site assessment criteria assess the suitability of each proposed site or design alternative, 
taking into consideration issues such as proximity to infrastructure and urbanized areas, 
farming activity on-site, existing farmland protection policies, parcel size, and compatibility 
with surrounding uses. 

Before taking or approving any action that would result in the conversion of farmland, the 
federal agency must use these criteria to examine the effects of such action and, if adverse ef
fects are found, must consider alternatives to lessen them. 

Other county land use programs include the Land Preservation Partnership ( 1997), which also 
uses bonds to purchase development rights-or full titles-to open space in the county. The 
county's recent Greenways initiative uses a ~percent sales tax to fund the purchase of open 
space that contains vital water resources. In the eastern five towns of the county, an Open Space 
Program (1986) employs a land-bank type approach to purchase open space. Each time land is 
purchased in Brookhaven, Riverhead, Southold, Southampton, and East Hampton, the buyer 
must contribute 2 percent of the purchase price to a fund dedicated to buying open space in that 
town. Together these programs have facilitated the purchase and preservation of more than 
30,000 acres ofland in the county. 

Perhaps the most significant land use policy in Suffolk County is the Central Pine Barrens 
Zone, established in 1993. The zone consists of a 100,000-acre conservation area within the 
towns of Brookhaven, Riverhead, and Southampton. The zone is divided into two sub-areas: a 
52,500-acre core preservation area which prohibits almost all new development, and a 47,500-
acre compatible growth area which allows restricted development. The zone covers an area 
roughly from Route 112 in the west to Red Creek Road in Southampton in the east, Route 25A 
in the north to Sunrise Highway and Old Country Road in the south. 

REPLACEMENT YARD STUDY AREAS 

BLISSVILLE YARD 

Blissville Yard is located approximately 1 mile southwest of Sunnyside Yard, in Blissville, 
Queens. The yard lies just east of Dutch Kills and just north of Newtown Creek, at the point 
where the Montauk cutoff originating from Sunnyside Yard meets the Montauk Branch. 
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Consisting of six tracks, the longest of which is approximately 1,400 feet, Blissville Yard cur
rently has no physical track connection to the Montauk Branch, which parallels the yard to the 
north. A private access road leading to an industrial site parallels the yard on the south. 

The study area for Blissville Yard extends approximately 400 feet from the yard in each direc
tion, encompassing the land that surrounds the yard. This area lies roughly between Dutch Kills 
on the west, Review A venue on the north, Greenpoint A venue on the east, and Newtown Creek 
on the south. 

Land Use 

The land surrounding Blissville Yard is entirely industrial (see Figure 3-5). The only means of 
getting to the yard by car or on foot is via a private access road that begins at the end of 35th 
Street. Between the yard and Newtown Creek to the south are two heavy industrial uses-the 
Buckeye Pipeline Company and Getty Gasoline. Between the yard and Review A venue to the 
north are a number of 2- and 3-story warehouse buildings, housing various uses, such as storage 
facilities, wholesalers, and shipping houses. The only non-industrial use in the study area is 
Teamsters Local 804 building, on the comer of Review Avenue and 35th Street. There are no 
residences in the study area, nor are there any "sensitive" land uses. 

Zoning and Public Policy 

The entire study area is zoned for manufacturing, as shown in Figure 3-6. Blissville Yard lies in 
an M3-1, heavy manufacturing zone, as do all the properties that surround the yard. The few lots 
in the study area north of Review A venue, including the Teamsters Local building, lie in an 
Ml-3, light manufacturing zone. This zone often serves as a buffer b~:tween heavier manufac
turing and residential zones; however, in this case, the Ml-3 zone is surrounded entirely by 
other manufacturing zones rather than residential zones. The only residential zone in the area of 
Blissville Yard covers Calvary Cemetery, about 1,000 feet east of the yard. 

MASPETH YARD 

Maspeth Yard is located in Maspeth, Queens, near the intersection of Rust Street and Maspeth 
A venue. It is bordered on the west by 49th Street and runs southeast, parallel to Rust Street, to 
approximately 500 feet southeast of Maspeth Avenue. The railroad area at Maspeth Yard is oc
cupied by a rail yard used by NY AR, and two active LIRR Montauk Branch mainline tracks. It 
is also where the LIRR' s former Haberman station was located. The yard consists of four rail car 
storage tracks parallel to the mainline tracks, approximately 60 feet south of the mainline. This 
yard sees some limited rail freight activity daily. The currently vacant area between the mainline 
and storage tracks formerly included a rail-to-road lumber transfer and distribution center. 

The study area for land use at Maspeth Yard is the area within an approximately 400-foot radius 
of the yard-bordered on the west by 48th Street, on the north by 55th Avenue, on the east by 
58th Street, and on the southeast by 58th Avenue. 

Land Use 

Land use in the study area is dominated by low-scale industrial uses (see Figure 3-7). The 
majority of blocks are occupied by industrial uses, although some portions of these blocks are 
vacant. Industrial uses north of the yard are predominantly warehousing and goods distribution. 
Industrial uses in the study area south of the yard are mostly staging areas for manufacturers 
along Maspeth Avenue and 49th Lane. The only "sensitive" land uses in the study area are resi
dences in the east portion of the study area. In this area, just east of Maspeth Yard between 
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Maspeth and 58th Avenues, a portion of a residential neighborhood extends into the study area. 
Uses there include row houses and single-family detached residences, a Korean Methodist 
Church on a site directly across Rust Road from the rail yard, an auto repair shop, and small 
retail establishments (a pizza place, delicatessen, and diner). 

Zoning and Public Policy 

The entire study area is zoned for manufacturing, as shown in Figure 3-8. South of Rust Road 
(including Maspeth Yard) is zoned M3-l, which allows for heavy industrial uses that generate 
noise, traffic, and/or pollutants. The study area north of Rust Road, including the small residen
tial area, is zoned for a range of lighter industrial uses, with a mix ofMl and M2 districts. The 
residential area is zoned Ml-lD, a light industrial district in which limited residential uses are 
allowed upon authorization by the City Planning Commission. 

FRESH POND YARD 

Fresh Pond Yard is located in Glendale, Queens, at the junction of the LIRR Montauk Branch 
and the freight connector to the LIRR Bay Ridge Branch. The greater yard is divided into two 
smaller yard areas-a West Yard and an East Yard. As shown in Figure 3-9, the West Yard ex
tends from the intersection of Metropolitan A venue and Fresh Pond Road on the west, to the 
New York Connecting Railroad Line's bridge on the east. The East Yard forms a triangle, ex
tending from the railroad bridge on the west, to approximately 69th Street on the east and 
Cypress Hills Street on the south. The East Yard also contains l'N AR's main offices, which 
occupy a double-wide trailer in the center of the yard. Separating the West and East Yards is 
also the l'NCT M subway line, which stops at Fresh Pond Road just west of the study area and 
Metropolitan Avenue just north of the study area. The study area fix land use is the area within 
approximately 400 feet of the Fresh Pond Yard boundaries. 

Land Use 

Although land uses in the study area (see Figure 3-9) are predominantly residential, the yard is 
largely bordered by a buffer of industrial uses. South of the yard, low-rise industrial uses form 
a consistent buffer everywhere except the middle section of the yard, where Mafera Park abuts 
the yard. Farther south, the residential blocks south and west of Fresh Pond Yard range from 
small apartment buildings and semi-detached homes, to fully detached single-family homes. 

There are two residential areas that are not buffered from the yard by industrial buildings. Along 
Admiral A venue north of the West Yard, homes directly abut the tracks, and along Otto Road 
between 68th Place and 69th Place, homes are separated from the tracks only by an iron fence 
and Otto Road itself. In addition, the 5.4-acre Mafera Park, is between the East Yard, the West 
Yard, the M subway line and 65th Place. The park provides a buffer between the yard and 
houses along 65th Place and the East Yard. Other uses in the study area include Mt. Olivet 
Lutheran Cemetery, which abuts the entire north side of the East Yard, and a large enclosed 
shopping center partially abutting the north side of the West Yard. Metropolitan A venue and 
Fresh Pond Road, in the northwest section of the study area, are lined with predominantly auto
related commercial uses (occasionally with apartments above) and a few light industrial uses. 
Single- and two-family, semi-detached residences occupy the study area blocks just off Metro
politan A venue, Fresh Pond Road, and Central A venue. 
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Zoning and Public Policy 

Fresh Pond Yard itself is zoned M 1-1 for light manufacturing uses. Closest to the yard, zoning 
is also for light manufacturing (see Figure 3-10), covering the areas occupied by the industries 
fronting on the yard. Outside of this manufacturing area, the zoning is residential, as is appro
priate for the residential neighborhood. These residential districts (R4 and R5) permit low- to 
medium-density development, typically row houses and small apartment buildings. The areas 
along Metropolitan A venue and Fresh Pond Road are mapped with commercial overlays that 
permit a range of local retail and service establishments. 

HIGHBRIDGE YARD 

Highbridge Yard is located in the Highbridge section of the Bronx, between the Harlem River 
and the Major Deegan Expressway. The yard runs from the equivalent of West 161st Street on 
the south to Depot Place on the north. The land use study area for Highbridge Yard is the area 
roughly within 400 feet of the yard, but includes land on the Manhattan riverfront facing the 
yard as well. 

Land Use 

The center of the study area is occupied by the existing Highbridge Yard-a rail yard used by 
MNR-and two sets of tracks used by MNR's Hudson Line. The Oak Point Link freight rail line 
runs adjacent to the yard as well. (In addition, the New York City Greenway Plan published by 
the New York City Department of City Planning proposes to use the abandoned Putnam Divi
sion railroad line as a bicycle/pedestrian Greenway trail extending as far south as Macomb's 
Dam Bridge. This area is located between Highbridge Yard and the Major Deegan Expressway.) 
Just east of these rail uses, the Major Deegan Expressway forms a barrier between the yard and 
the neighborhood to the east. Sedgwick A venue is also designated as a bicycle route on New 
York City's Citywide Cycling Map. In the surrounding neighborhood, land uses are predomi
nantly residential (see Figure 3-11). Highbridge Houses-four 13-story residential buildings be
tween Sedgwick and University Avenues south of West 167th Street~-are the primary residen
tial uses in the Bronx portion of the study area. Additional residences on this block include two 
low-rise apartment buildings with ground-floor retail just south of the Highbridge Houses. The 
northern end of the study area, on a hill high above the yard, includes low-rise residential apart
ment buildings. Below them, close to the Major Deegan Expressway, the New York City Police 
Department Bronx Task Force and several auto-related uses front on Sedgwick Avenue. The 
northern portion of the study area is dominated by the High Bridge, a stone bridge (closed to 
traffic) that spans the Hudson River. 

The Harlem River forms a strong boundary between Highbridge Yard and uses to the west, in 
Manhattan. The Harlem River Drive, a parkway for passenger cars with a riverfront pedestrian 
and bicycle path, runs along the Manhattan shoreline of the river. To the west of the river and 
drive, most of the study area is occupied by the 119-acre Highbridge Park, on a hill high above 
the river. Bordered on the west by Edgecombe and Amsterdam Avenm:s, on the north by Dyck
man Street, and on the east and south by the Harlem River Drive, the: park forms a buffer be
tween the Harlem River and the residential neighborhoods west of Edgecombe and Amsterdam 
A venues. Below and south of the park, the southern portion of the study area is occupied by a 
large block of residential uses: the six 30-story Polo Ground Houses and the 14-story Colonial 
Park Houses, and two elementary schools. 
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Zoning and Public Policy 

Like Fresh Pond Yard, Highbridge Yard lies entirely in a light manufacturing (Ml-1) zone (see 
Figure 3-12). East of the Major Deegan Expressway, the residential portion of the study area is 
zoned for medium- to high-density residential use (R 7-1 ). In the Manhattan portion of the study 
area, the residential area is similarly zoned (R 7 -2), but allows for a slightly smaller parking 
space allotment. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARD STUDY AREAS 

CERRO WIRE SITE 

The Cerro Wire site is located in the Town of Oyster Bay, in Nassau County. The site is bor
dered on the north by the LIRR right-of-way,' on the west by Robbins Lane, on the east by in
dustrial property, and on the south by the Long Island Expressway (LIE). As described in Chap
ter 2, a yard at the Cerro Wire site could be configured in two different ways. The first would be 
to occupy only the privately owned Cerro property; the second would run adjacent to the LIRR 
right-of-way across the northern portion of the Cerro property and the northern portion of the 
adjacent Syosset Landfill, a former municipal landfill that is now closed and capped. 

Land Use 

The new yard would occupy a portion of the former industrial property ofthe Cerro Wire and 
Cable Company, where steel electrical conduit, copper rod, and related products were once 
manufactured. All of the proposed yard site is currently unused, and partially occupied by va
cant industrial buildings. The 400-foot study area is occupied entirely by commercial and indus
trial properties along the LIRR right-of-way (see Figure 3-13). Uses in the study area include the 
Syosset Landfill to the east, and light manufacturing and a New York State Department of 
Transportation maintenance facility across Robbins Lane to the west. The northern portion of 
the study area, across the LIRR right-of-way from the Cerro Wire property, consists of light in
dustrial, commercial, and warehouses use along Aerial Way. South of the Cerro property is the 
LIE and its North Service Road. The south side of the LIE is lined by a tall noise wall. 

The 400-foot study area for the alternative layout-in which the yard would be in the northern 
portions of the Cerro Wire property and the former landfill property-is also occupied entirely 
by commercial and industrial properties. To the south, the study area is occupied by additional 
portions of the Cerro Wire property and Syosset Landfill. The portion of the study area north of 
the LIRR right-of-way is occupied by the light industrial, commercial, and warehouses uses 
along Aerial Way and at the end of Michael Drive. Commercial and industrial uses along Gor
don Drive are located east of the landfill within the study area. Abutting, but outside of, the 
southeast comer of the study area is the Syosset Grove residential neighborhood. The closest 
residences are along Colony Lane, and are generally buffered from the industrial area to their 
west through the use of landscaping and fences. 

* While this portion of the Port Jefferson Branch LIRR tracks actually runs in a NNE-SSW direction, 
to be consistent with the overall direction of the Port Jefferson Branch, they are referred to as running 
east-west, and compass points are oriented accordingly. 
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Zoning and Public Policy 

The study area lies entirely in industrial zones of the Town of Oyster Bay, either light industrial 
or heavy industrial. The area formerly occupied by the Cerro Wire company is zoned "H" for 
light industrial uses, while the former landfill is zoned "I" for heavy industrial uses. 

It should be noted that the Town of Oyster Bay is currently considering an application by the 
Taubman Company to develop a 860,000-square-foot enclosed regional shopping center, the 
Mall at Oyster Bay, on the entire Cerro Wire site. Retail malls are permitted uses in "H" zoning 
districts, if the town issues a special exception for the project. Issuing a special exception is a 
discretionary action, and therefore requires environmental review under the State Environmental 
Quality Act (SEQRA). The Oyster Bay Town Board, acting as lead agency under SEQRA, di
rected the preparation of an environmental impact statement analyzing development of a site 
with a shopping center as well as several alternative development scenarios (an industrial com
plex, an office complex, and alternative layouts and sizes for retail development). On January 
21, 1998, a public hearing was held on the scope of the EIS, and a Draft EIS was published in 
December 1999. A public hearing was then held on the DEIS on January 27,2000. On june 7 3, 
2000, the Town Board of the Town of Oyster Bay passed a resolution accepting as com
plete the Final E/5 for the Mall at Oyster Bay. After review of the Final EIS, the Town of 
Oyster Bay will determine whether or not to approve the project. If approved, the mall structure, 
with two anchor stores, would occupy the middle portion of the site, a parking structure would 
be located on the north and east portion of the site, and at-grade parking would cover the south 
and west parts of the site. 

BABYLON SITE 

The Babylon site is located in West Islip, in the Town oflslip, Suff<)lk County. It is between 
Union Boulevard on the south, and the LIRR Montauk Branch and existing Babylon Yard on the 
north, and roughly between the Babylon-Northport Expressway (Route 231) on the west and 
Higbie Lane on the east. However, the western end of the yard could be moved to west of Route 
231, depending on the availability of property. This area west of the highway is the "expansion 
site." In either configuration, the Babylon site is currently owned by numerous different private 
owners. 

Land Use 

The proposed Babylon site is currently occupied by a mix of industrial., commercial, residential, 
and vacant properties that are adjacent to the LIRR right-of-way on the north side of Union 
Boulevard. The specific uses include six businesses and three residential buildings with a total 
of five residences. 

The 400-foot study area includes the existing Babylon Yard north of the Montauk Branch main
line tracks, commercial uses along Higbie Street, and predominantly residential uses throughout 
the rest of the study area (see Figure 3-14). Some commercial and residential uses line the south 
side of Union Boulevard, facing the site, and other residences back onto the street. The buildings 
on the proposed site form a buffer between the southern half of the study area and the railroad 
uses to the north. On the north side of Babylon Yard, a high noise wall separates the residential 
neighborhood to the north from the yard. 
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Zoning and Public Policy 

The Babylon site is within the Town oflslip's I-1 zoning district, an industrial district that al
lows a wide range of industrial and related activities that can meet a medium level of perfor
mance standards. The Babylon Yard is also zoned 1-1. The rest of the study area is zoned for 
single-family residential use, predominantly on relatively small lot;; (a minimum of7,500 square 
feet), or for general retail business. 

YAPHANK EAST SITE 

As described in Chapter 2, two sites are assessed in Yaphank, in the Town of Brookhaven, 
Suffolk County. The first, Yaphank East, is located roughly between the LIE on the north, the 
LIRR Ronkonkoma Branch on the south, South Haven County Park on the east, and the LIRR 
Yaphank station and Yaphank Avenue on the west. A small portion of the site is in private 
ownership; the rest of the site is owned by Suffolk County. 

Land Use 

The southern portion of the Yaphank East site is currently occupied by a privately owned tree 
farm. According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Field Office Technical 
Guide, the agricultural area covered by the tree farm falls into the category of "prime farmland" 
for the purposes of evaluating its importance under the federal Farmland Protection Policy Act. 
Prime farmland is land that has the soil quality, growing season and moisture supply necessary 
to produce economically high sustained yields of crops when treated and managed according to 
farming methods. The agricultural portion of the Yaphank East site contains one prime farmland 
soil: Riverhead sandy loam ofO to 3 percent slope, which is generally found on outwash plains 
and is well suited to all crops commonly grown in the county. The rest of the Yaphank East site 
is located on the eastern portion of the facility operated by the Suffolk County Department of 
Public Works. Most of the site is occupied by the Department of Public Works' road salt and 
bulk storage facility, but a small area at the site's northern end is vacant and wooded. 

The 400-foot study area extends to the LIE to the north, and is occupied by vacant, wooded land 
similar to that on the site (see Figure 3-15). To the west, the study area is occupied by the 
Department of Public Works facility service garage, offices, and storage facilities; a Board of 
Elections office; the Division of Waterways offices; and associated parking lots. 

The study area also encompasses a small cemetery adjacent to the LIE. To the south, the 400-
foot area includes the rest of the tree farm, as well as approximately 8 to 10 residences along 
Park Street, the LIRR Yaphank station, and a Georgia Pacific distribution center at the comer 
of Park Street and Yaphank Avenue. South Haven County Park is just east of the yard site. This 
1 ,356-acre park extends well beyond the study area boundaries, as far east as River Road and as 
far south as the Sunrise Highway (for more information on the park, see the discussion in Chap
ter 4, "Social Conditions" as well as Chapter 15, "Natural Resources"). 

Zoning and Public Policy 

The proposed yard site, as well as the entire Suffolk County Department of Public Works facili
ty, Yaphank station, and tree farm, are in the Town ofBrookhaven's A-1 Residence zoning dis
trict, which allows single-family houses on lots with a minimum of 30,000 square feet. 
Southaven Park is also zoned for residential use, and the Georgia Pacific facility is zoned for 
industrial use. 
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YAPHANK WEST SITE 

The second site being considered at Yaphank, Yaphank West, is just west of Yaphank Avenue 
on the south side of the LIRR Ronkonkoma Branch. This site is currently owned by Suffolk 
County. 

Land Use 

The Yaphank West site is entirely undeveloped. A portion of the site is used for agriculture by 
Suffolk County, in connection with the Suffolk County Farm and Education Center Cornell Co
operative Extension just north of the LIRR tracks. Like a portion of the Yaphank East site, this 
agricultural area falls into the category of "prime farmland" for the purposes of evaluating its 
importance under the Farmland Protection Policy Act. The agricultural portion of the Yaphank 
West site contains two prime farmland soils: Riverhead sandy loam ofO to 3 percent slope, and 
Haven loam of 0 to 2 percent slope. Both soils are generally found on outwash plains and are 
well suited to all crops commonly grown in the county. 

Outside of the agricultural areas, the rest of the site is wooded. The study area to the north is oc
cupied by the buildings of the Suffolk County Farm and Education Center and its agricultural 
fields, as well as a wooded area (see Figure 3-15). Suffolk County Farm and Education Center 
is a working farm operated as an educational center by the Cornell Cooperative Extension of 
Suffolk County (see also Chapter 4, "Social Conditions"). The wooded area on the site con
tinues to the south, occupying most of the study area to the south. The area to the east includes 
the municipal uses along Yaphank A venue-the Suffolk County Police Property Section and 
Fleet, at the comer of the LIRR right-of-way and Yaphank Avenue, and the John L. Barry Head
quarters Building and Police Museum to its south. 

Zoning and Public Policy 

The land along Yaphank Avenue, including the eastern half of the proposed site, the Suffolk 
County Farm and Education Center, and the police facilities, are in the Town of Brookhaven's 
A-1 Residence district. The western third of the site and study area are zoned for industrial use. 

RONKONKOMA SITE 

The Ronkonkoma site is located in the Town oflslip, Suffolk County, adjacent to the existing 
LIRR Ronkonkoma Yard. The site is between the yard on the north, Railroad A venue on the east 
and south, and one of the Ronkonkoma station parking lots on the west. Most of the site is cur
rently owned by MT A Long Island Rail Road. 

Land Use 

The Ronkonkoma site is currently occupied by facilities associated with the LIRR train storage 
yard and Welfare Facility building, as well as vacant and wooded land. The 400-foot study area 
includes additional vacant and wooded land to the west, south, and east, and the Ronkonkoma 
Yard to the north (see Figure 3-16). The area just south of the yard site includes Federal Avia
tion Administration transmitter/receiver facilities associated with Islip MacArthur Airport. The 
northern portion of the study area also includes a small number of residences on the north side 
of the LIRR right-of-way adjacent to the Ronkonkoma Yard, but a high noise wall effectively 
separates the residential area from the yard. The LIRR right-of-way forms the boundary between 
the Town oflslip (to the south) and the Town of Brookhaven (to the north). MacArthur Airport 
and the Town oflslip composting facility are just south of Railroad Avenue outside the study 
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area; the airport continues to the east of the study area as well. Ronkonkoma station parking lots 
are outside of the study area to the west. 

Zoning and Public Policy 

The site of the potential expansion to Ronkonkoma Yard is in the Town oflslip's 1-1 zoning dis
trict, an industrial district that allows a wide range of industrial and related activities that can 
meet a medium level of performance standards. The rest of the study area is also zoned for in
dustrial use, except for the residential portion of the study area north of the LIRR tracks in the 
Town of Brookhaven, which is predominately zoned for residential use. The yard site is desig
nated for industrial use in the Town oflslip's Comprehensive Plan. 

PILGRIM HOSPITAL SITE 

The Pilgrim site is located in the village of West Brentwood, in the Town of Islip, Suffolk 
County. The yard area occupies the lower third of the former Pil~:,rrim State Psychiatric Center 
("Pilgrim Hospital") property, and the lead track area occupies an approximately mile-long 
sliver of property just west of the Sagtikos Parkway. The site is bordered on the north by 
Campus Road, on the east by the Sagtikos Parkway, on the south by the LIRR right-of-way, and 
on the west by both an open area of the Pilgrim Hospital property formerly occupied by sewage 
leaching beds (at the site's yard portion) and by industrial buildings (at the site's lead track por
tion). The entire site is owned by the State of New York. 

Land Use 

The yard site is currently partially undeveloped land and partially occupied by Pilgrim Hospi
tal's sewage treatment plant, incinerator, garages, support facilities, and power plant. The 
Pilgrim Hospital utilities buildings are all located at the northern portion of the study area, 
which is crossed by a number of dirt roads. North of Campus Road (and north of the utilities 
buildings), is the active portion ofPilgrim Hospital. As ofmid-1998, approximately 1,200 in-pa
tients and 1,400 out-patients were being treated there. The hospital's facilities, which extend be
yond the study area to the north, include more than 70 buildings used for in-patient residential 
dormitories, clinic and workshop space, and hospital administrative offices, as well as a number 
of vacant buildings. 

The southern portion of the study area contains the existing lead track (where the new track 
would run), wooded land between the lead track and the Sagtikos Parkway, and a portion of the 
Heartland Business Center industrial park west of the lead track (see Figure 3-17). In addition, 
west of the lead track's junction with the LIRR right-of-way is a golf driving range along the 
LIRR right-of-way. 

Zoning and Public Policy 

The yard site and most of the study area are in the Town oflslip's 1-1 industrial zoning district, 
which allows a wide range of industrial and related activities that can meet a medium level of 
performance standards. A small portion of the study area north of Campus Road is zoned Resi
dential AAA, which permits single-family dwellings and community facilities on a minimum lot 
area of 40,000 square feet. The AAA district covers much of the grounds of Pilgrim Hospital 
and Suffolk County Community College east of the Sagtikos Parkway. 

The Town oflslip's Comprehensive Master Plan was first adopted in 1979 and updated, but 
never adopted, in 1989. In the latest update, the Master Plan recommends the northern portion 
of the site for institutional/open space and the southern, lead track portion for industrial use. The 
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Preliminary Reutilization Master Plan for the Pilgrim State Psychiatric Center, issued in 1995 
by the Empire State Development Corporation, recommends mixed use/industrial/research and 
development for the majority of the northern portion of the site, and open space for a small re
maining portion, adjacent to the west side of the Sagtikos Parkway. This plan has served as the 
backdrop for the state's plan to sell approximately 460 acres of the 840-acre Pilgrim Hospital 
property to a private developer. While the initial offering of the prop(:rty included a portion of 
the proposed yard site, the state is now considering setting aside 110 acres in the southwest sec
tion of the property, including the proposed yard site, for use as an intermodal transportation 
center. According to the Pilgrim State Psychiatric Center Preliminary Reutilization Master Plan, 
the potential yard site and immediate area are constrained from development for a number of 
reasons: the difficulty of reusing existing utility buildings, a number of sewage beds on site, the 
likely need for environmental remediation, and its isolation from the rest of the redevelopable 
Pilgrim property to the north. 

RIVERHEAD SITE 

The Riverhead site is located in the Town of Riverhead, in Suffolk County. The site is bordered 
on the west by Sawmill Creek (just west of 1st Street), on the east by Indian Island County Park, 
on the north by the LIRR right-of-way, and on the south by an open field and wooded area that 
leads to Sawmill Creek. The Riverhead site is in private ownership, and was formerly the 
Hubbard duck farm. 

Land Use 

The yard site is partially wooded area (on its western half) and partially open field (on its 
eastern half) south of the LIRR right-of-way from just east of 3rd Street to the western edge of 
Indian Island County Park. It appears as though this open field may cuiTently be, or has recently 
been, in use for agricultural purposes. According to the NRCS Field Office Technical Guide, the 
site's soil places it in the category of "farmland of statewide importance" for the purposes of 
evaluating its importance under the Farmland Protection Policy Act This is land other than 
"prime farmland" (see discussion of Yaphank West site, above), used for the production of spe
cific high value food or fiber crops. Farmland of statewide importance has a combination of 
favorable factors needed to produce a specific crop. Specifically, thxs site contains Plymouth 
loamy sand on a 0 to 3 percent slope, which is mainly found on outwash plains south of the 
Ronkonkoma moraine. There is little erosion hazard and the soil is fairly well suited to crops 
commonly grown in the county. 

The proposed site is almost completely undeveloped, except for a small abandoned shack just 
south of the LIRR right-of-way and a driveway that provides the only connection from Hubbard 
Avenue, north of the right-of-way, to at least one residence to the south. 

The 400-foot study area includes vacant, wooded land and a residential neighborhood located 
between Hubbard Avenue and the LIRR right-of-way (see Figure 3-18). A total of approximate
ly 50 residences are in the land use study area along Hubbard A venue. This neighborhood 
consists of varied types of housing, including trailers, small houses., and larger houses along 
Hubbard A venue itself. At the western portion of the study area north of the existing LIRR 
tracks is a portion ofRiverhaven, a trailer park along 1st, 2nd, and 3rcl Streets consisting of ap
proximately 100 homes, about 30 of which fall within the study area. Just east of the trailer park, 
a garage structure is located near the tracks as well. Other than the abandoned shack on the site 
and the driveway that passes through the site, the study area west, south, and east of the site is 
undeveloped. East of the site is a wooded portion of Indian Island County Park, a 287-acre park 
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that extends out to the Peconic River and Flanders Bay. South of the proposed yard site, the 
property continues as open field for approximately 500 to 700 feet, and is then predominantly 
wooded to its southern border at Sawmill Creek (outside the study area). The driveway that 
crosses the rail tracks on the yard site appears to provide the only connection to one or more 
residences located in this wooded area. 

Zoning and Public Policy 

The Riverhead site is located in the Town of Riverhead's Business A district, a resort business 
district that permits recreation-related businesses (such as beach clubs, hotels, marinas, parks, 
etc.) as well as residential uses and certain other commercial uses. Indian Island County Park is 
also located in this district. The single-family homes north of the railroad right-of-way are in a 
Residence C district, and the trailer park is in an Industrial B (General Industry) district. 

D. FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Future conditions have been examined for 2 years: 2010 and 2020. In all cases, land use condi
tions for 2020 represent a continuation of trends foreseen for 2010. 

MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

The Manhattan study area is a very dense, but very dynamic urban center. Waves of economic 
development have shaped its form and will continue to do so in the future. In areas, such as East 
Midtown, that are nearly fully developed, new construction will be limited to the very few sites 
that can be assembled for redevelopment. Upgrading of usable older buildings will continue. In 
areas such as West Midtown or Battery Park City, which still have vacant and/or developable 
sites, new commercial and, as appropriate, residential construction can be anticipated. Conver
sion ofloft or garment center buildings to higher-paying office use will continue. Public policy 
and zoning will continue to guide the location and density of new or "revised" development. As 
shown in Tables 3-3 and 3-4, looking at known proposals only, an anticipated total of 29.7 mil
lion square feet of office use has been proposed in the study area for completion between 1995 
and 2020, along with some 34,452 housing units (1 unit= 1 apartment or single-family home). 

Although these projects may not all be built in the form in which they are currently proposed, 
they give a very good indication of the amount of interest in and attractiveness of the study area 
for future development. Trends in the subareas vary, as discussed below. 

LOWER MANHATTAN SUBAREA 

In Lower Manhattan, the trend toward a mixed-use, 24-hour community, which is strongly sup
ported by public policy, can be expected to continue. The proposed construction of a new New 
York Stock Exchange near its current location will help retain Lower Manhattan's core financial 
district to 2020. The completion of Battery Park City will add more than 6,000 new residential 
units and approximately 2.5 million square feet of office space.* 

* Figures include units and space constructed since 1995, and units and space proposed for construc
tion to 2020. 
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Table 3-3 

Known Development Projects in Manhattan Study Area, 1995-2010 

Residential Office Retail Hotel Institutional 
Units Square Feet Square Feet Rooms Square Feet 

Lower Manhattan 8 882 5 256,000 253 500 1,263 0 
Villaae 2 911 103,000 575 655 153 200 000 
Chelsea 70 1 940 000 0 0 0 
Lower Fifth 1,919 0 218,600 0 0 

Midtown South 1 850 0 0 0 1 302 000 
Clinton 1 010 270 000 30 000 0 0 
Garment Center 2 455 2 341,000 1,307 000 854 0 
Midtown 1 060 6 396 000 332 000 2 150 278 000 

East Midtown 886 2,707 500 1 098 000 135 0 
Lincoln Sauare 2 125 (473 000)* 170 000 167 28 000 
Upper East Side 1 365 0 0 0 230 000 

Study Area Total 24,533 18,540,500 3,984,755 4,722 2,038,000 
Note: * Net loss of office space due to the conversion of the Gulf & Western Building to residential 

use. 
Source: AKRF, May 3, 1999. 

Table 3-4 

Known Development Projects in Manhattan Study Area, 2010-2020 

Residential Office Retail Hotel Institutional 
Units Square Feet Square Feet Rooms Square Feet 

Lower Manhattan 0 2 030 000 0 0 0 

Villaqe 0 0 800 000 0 250 000 

Chelsea 32 2 180 000 0 400 0 

Lower Fifth 1 088 324 000 50,600 0 0 
Midtown South 0 0 20 316 0 0 

Clinton 2,690 735 000 125 000 0 0 

Garment Center 0 1 507,000 20 000 170 0 

Midtown 1,566 3,012,000 0 0 0 

East Midtown 600 0 0 0 0 

Lincoln Square 3 633 1,371,000 667 000 687 2 031 000 

UPPer East Side 310 0 95 000 0 0 

Study Area Total 9,919 11 '159,000 1,777,916 '1,257 2,281,000 

Source: AKRF, May 3, 1999. 

VILLAGE SUBAREA 

In general, the trends seen today in the large area between Canal and 14th Streets are expected 
to continue in the future. The conversion of large loft buildings to office use in the "Graphic 
Arts" section of SoHo (west of Sixth Avenue and roughly south of Houston Street) can be ex
pected to continue. Residential development will continue, through hmited new construction, 
rehabilitation of existing structures, and conversions of loft spaces. The entire area, from river 
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to river, should experience an upgrading of its housing stock as the current strong demand for 
housing in the subarea is unlikely to wane. Public policy is important here, as well, particularly 
in the Seward Park and Cooper Square Urban Renewal Areas, where additional housing and re
tail uses can be anticipated. The Hudson River Park and the completion of the reconstruction of 
Route 9A (West Street) will significantly change the Hudson River waterfront, augmenting cur
rent recreational opportunities and potentially resulting in additional retail development within 
and just east of the park. 

CHELSEA SUBAREA 

Development of the Hudson River Park will continue along the Hudson River in Chelsea, pro
viding significant new recreational opportunities. This, along with the reconstruction of Route 
9A, should support the continued redevelopment of southern Chelsea's smaller industrial 
buildings toward galleries and retail-oriented uses. Between Eighth and Tenth Avenues the 
neighborhood will continue to be strongly residential with scattered new development. 

In the northern section of Chelsea, two large development sites over the active tracks and rail 
yards on Ninth Avenue between 31st and 33rd Streets will likely be developed by 2010 or 2020, 
as will some of the projects anticipated when the area surrounding the Jacob Javits Convention 
Center was rezoned. There is also a possibility that the convention center will expand. In addi
tion, the conversion of the General Post Office (Farley Building) to a major Amtrak station and 
a possible second phase containing more retail and other commercial space can be expected to 
enliven the area in the vicinity of Penn Station. Consideration of development on the large area 
above the LIRR yards from Tenth Avenue to Twelfth Avenue is still very speculative; however, 
by 2020 it is possible that an intense mix of uses could be built there as well. 

LOWER FIFTH SUBAREA 

Considerable development in the Lower Fifth area can be expected, most specifically along 
Sixth Avenue between 23rd and 31st Streets, which was recently re-zoned to allow as-of-right 
residential and large retail uses. This should bring approximately 1,800 new residential units and 
140,000 square feet of new retail space to the area. Trends towards intensification of office uses 
in the blocks between Fifth and Sixth A venues and along Seventh A venue in the Garment 
Center can be expected to continue. 

MIDTOWN SOUTH SUBAREA 

The recent intensification of office uses and restaurant space in Midtown South will likely con
tinue, and be joined by a similar intensification of residential use. A number of sizable apart
ment buildings are currently under construction in the East 20's and 30's, ranging in size from 
100 to 400 units each. Other notable developments include construction of new institutional 
space by Baruch College and the redevelopment of the former B. Altman's department store for 
use as offices and as the Science, Industry and Business Library. 

GARMENT CENTER 

As the result of the 42nd Street Development Project, a portion of the Garment Center area be
tween 40th and 42nd Streets will continue to experience major changes. In the blocks between 
Seventh and Ninth Avenues more than 1,000 hotel rooms are planned for construction, along 
with almost four million square feet of office space and more than one million square feet of re
tail space. The construction will occur on the south side of 42nd Street between Broadway and 
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Eighth A venue, with the sites near Broadway slated for office development and the sites at 
Eighth A venue for commercial development. In addition, the Port Authority of New York & 
New Jersey (PANYNJ) is considering proposals for a large development project atop the Bus 
Terminal on the west side of Eighth Avenue between 40th and 42nd Streets. Situated within 
walking distance ofboth Penn Station and GCT, these projects in the southern portion of Times 
Square are likely to serve commuters from both terminals. 

CLINTON 

While development will continue to move to the western reaches of Midtown, the heart of 
Clinton will continue to be protected through zoning as a low-scale residential area. The Theater 
District Rezoning (see discussion ofMidtown below), along with the ample number of potential 
development sites, will bring a select number of larger office or residential buildings to the west 
side of Eighth A venue in the 40's. Development sites are still available in the Clinton Urban 
Renewal Area and will most probably be developed primarily for residential use. 

MIDTOWN 

Midtown will continue to be a highly desirable area for office space. Development in the eastern 
portion of this area (east of Sixth A venue) will continue wherever available sites can be found 
or assembled. The western portion of the area will see greater development as development sites 
are still available and the 42nd Street Development Project is very active. The recent Theater 
District Rezoning, which permits the transfer of unused air rights from theaters to development 
parcels in a designated area, will support the development of millions of square feet of office 
and residential space. The creation of more than 2 million square feel: of additional space will 
be allowed through the rezoning, making the development of potential sites in the area much 
more attractive. A number of these sites are located on the east side of Eighth Avenue. 

Two large office buildings are currently under construction or rece:ntly completed on 42nd 
Street and Broadway (Conde Nast Headquarters at 4 Times Square) and 42nd Street and 
Seventh Avenue (Reuters Headquarters) as part of the 42nd Street Development Project. Other 
significant projects in Midtown include the construction of a new office building west of Sixth 
A venue between 42nd and 43rd Streets (potentially to accommodate Nasdaq), along with new 
construction of corporate headquarters at 745 Seventh (for Morgan Stanley Dean Witter) and 
1739 Broadway (for Random House). Additionally, more than 2,000 new hotel rooms are under 
construction or in the planning stages, many of which are on 42nd Street Development Project 
sites and elsewhere in the Times Square area. 

Two projects will continue to strengthen the Midtown CBD's appeal as a tourist destination. 
The expansion of the Museum of Modem Art (MoMA) and the construction of the Folk Art 
Museum, both on West 53rd Street, will help the area continue to draw visitors from both within 
and outside the region. Together, these office, residential, and institutional projects will help 
Midtown continue to grow stronger as a multi-purpose, 24-hour community, consistent with city 
policies. The strong new development expected in the Midtown subarea would be primarily 
served by GCT, although passengers coming to Penn Station would be within walking distance 
ofthe southern end of the subarea. 

EAST MIDTOWN 

Like Midtown, the strength of East Midtown as an office district will likely lead developers to 
aggressively search for development sites in the future, as they have in the recent past. The trend 
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toward dense office development north of 42nd Street in the GCT area will continue, as at least 
two major sites are developed. The new headquarters of Bear Steams, at 383 Madison, will oc
cupy the entire block between Madison and Vanderbilt A venues, 46th and 47th Streets. Made 
possible through the purchase of OCT's remaining transferable air rights, 383 Madison will 
bring approximately 1.2 million square feet of office space and draw almost 5,000 employees 
to the area. A new building currently in the planning stages at 310 Madison, between 41st and 
42nd Street, should bring an additional 1 million square feet of commercial or mixed-use space. 

In addition, a proposed development at the former Alexander's department store site, occupying 
the entire block bounded by Third and Lexington Avenues, 58th and 59th Streets, will bring up 
to 1 million square feet of retail space to the area. 

Murray Hill, in the southern section of East Midtown, will continue as a strong residential 
neighborhood. The Con Edison Waterside generating plant properties along First Avenue in the 
high 30's will most likely be developed as residential sites. 

LINCOLN SQUARE 

Lincoln Square will continue to be one of the strongest cultural and institutional centers in 
Manhattan, and will also continue as a desirable residential area. The completion of Riverside 
South (now known as Trump Place) along the Hudson River between 59th and 72nd Streets will 
be the most notable new development, bringing thousands of new residential units to the sub
area, along with studio space at its southern end. The subarea will see new office, residential, 
entertainment, studio, and retail development when the redevelopment of the New York Coli
seum site is completed. 

UPPER EAST SIDE 

The Upper East Side between 59th and 79th Streets will continue to be a strong residential 
neighborhood, with the construction of a number of luxury high-rise apartment buildings. The 
high-end retail district of Madison A venue will continue in its strength. Hospitals and related 
commercial uses on the eastern side of the area will continue in their present use. 

LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE STUDY AREA 

In the Long Island City area, the city's plans to create a central business district (CBD) in Long 
Island City will result in significant changes in terms of land use, zoning, and public policy by 
2010. On February 29, 2000, a Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (lJLURP) applica
tion was filed for zoning changes and other related actions t:CJr 39 blocks in downtown 
Long Island City. The ULURP application and a Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) analyzing the effects of the zoning changes and related actions were certified as 
complete on December 22 and 26, 2000. These zoning changes would permit CBD-type 
development characterized by a dense core of office and other commercial uses that would be 
well-served by public transportation, and by residential uses surrounding the core. The CBD 
plans call for a number of rezoning actions in Long Island City just west of Sunnyside Yard. The 
Special Hunters Point Mixed Use District (to be named the Special Long Island City Mixed Use 
District and to have three sub-districts) would be expanded and would allow higher density com
mercial development on certain sites in addition to residential and retail development through
out the area. This rezoning is anticipated to result in the development of an additional 300 resi
dential units, up to 5 million square feet of office space (in fiye or six buildings) in close 
proximity to the location of the proposed new Sunnyside station, new support and destination 
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retail space, and an increase in institutional use. In addition to the creation of new space, it is an
ticipated that the rezoning will result in the refurbishing and upgrading of approximately 
250,000 square feet of office space. 

Queens West, a mixed-use development comprising residential and commercial buildings sur
rounded by landscaped parks and recreational areas, is currently being constructed just outside 
the study area along the East River in Hunters Point, Queens, directly across from the United 
Nations in Manhattan. Planned for approximately 74 acres of waterfront land, upon completion 
Queens West will contain 19 residential, office, and hotel buildings. The project will provide ap
proximately 6,400 residential units, and 2.6 million square feet of commercial space (office, 
hotel, retail). One residential building, City Lights, is completed, and another three are in active 
planning stages. 

Close to Yard A and Sunnyside Yard, several other construction projects are also anticipated for 
completion before 2010. MTA New York City Transit's 63rd Street Tunnel Connector Project 
will be completed by 2001, creating an underground subway connection between the Queens 
Boulevard station at Queens Plaza and the station at Queensbridge/21 st Street. Once this work 
is complete, the project will no longer require use of the large site at Northern Boulevard near 
41st Avenue for staging activities. In addition, the New York City Department of Transportation 
is planning to make improvements at the Queens Boulevard and Honeywell Street bridges over 
Sunnyside Yard. The work at Queens Boulevard will add pedestrian amenities, among other 
changes. The work at Honeywell Street will allow vehicular traffic on this bridge, where traffic 
has been prohibited for some time. 

LONG ISLAND 

As projected population increases in Nassau and Suffolk (of 17 percent from 1995 to 2020) indi
cate, Long Island will continue to face strong residential development pressure in the foreseea
ble future. Similarly strong labor force increases in Nassau and Suffolk (of 31 percent, to 2020) 
indicate development pressure is likely to be strong on the commercial side also. Both counties 
are expected to see a continuation of current trends~conversion of open space (and also agri
cultural land in Suffolk) to primarily residential, retail and commercial space, with Suffolk 
County, as the less developed entity, receiving more of the development. 

REPLACEMENT YARDS: BLISSVILLE, MASPETH, FRESH POND, 
AND HIGHBRIDGE 

No significant changes in land use, public policy or zoning in Blissville, Maspeth, or Fresh Pond 
are anticipated. 

Some changes may occur in Highbridge. The New York City Department of City Planning's 
1993 Plan for the Bronx Waterfront proposed a residential development on a platform over 
Highbridge Yard. This plan would require a zoning change from :\11-1 to R7-l to permit 
housing and community-related facilities. The plan also calls for the creation of a public access 
easement along a vacant six-acre strip of land once used by the Putnam Division railroad, lo
cated between Highbridge Yard and the Major Deegan Expressway. This easement is proposed 
as a bicycle/pedestrian Greenway trail extending as far south as Macomb's Dam Bridge. This 
proposal, for land just east of the Highbridge Yard, would connect elements of a planned Bronx 
waterfront esplanade both south and north ofHighbridge Yard. None of these plans have pro
gressed since the Plan for the Bronx Waterfront was published, and they may or may not be pur
sued by 2020. 
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LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

At the seven nighttime storage yards analyzed in this E/5, future developments may occur in 
the areas surrounding the yards. Specific future changes identified during fieldwork and site 
research are discussed below. 

As described above, the Town of Oyster Bay is currently considering an application to develop 
a large regional shopping mall on the Cerro Wire site. This potential change is in conflict with 
potential use of this site as a LIRR rail storage yard under the No Action, TSM, or Preferred 
Alternative. 

Near the Yaphank sites, a large undeveloped property on the east side of Yaphank Avenue south 
of the railroad right-of-way is currently being offered for sale, and may be developed in the fu
ture. Also at Yaphank, the Suffolk County Program Center (associated with the adjacent farm 
center) will move into a former residence on the west side of Yaphank Avenue north of the 
LIRR right-of-way. 

The Pilgrim Hospital campus has been the subject of many redevelopment plans in the past 
decade. A large portion of the campus, possibly including the potential yard site, is being of
fered for sale by the Empire State Development Corporation, and may be redeveloped in the fu
ture with a number of different uses. At the same time, the New York State Department of 
Transportation is initiating a study of development of an intermodal terminal on the southwest 
portion of the property. Regardless of the development of the proposed yard site as a LIRR yard, 
the remaining portion of the section of the Pilgrim Campus that is being offered for sale would 
remain as a feasible development site. The rest of the campus would remain in active use as a 
psychiatric hospital. 

The Town of Riverhead's Planning Department is currently reviewing a proposal by a 
private applicant for development of a 269-unit residential project on the Riverhead site. 

E. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Transit projects in general tend to support policies that attempt to control sprawl-type develop
ment. The historical development of land in New York City and on Long Island demonstrates 
that mass transit has the capacity to direct development into places where it can most efficiently 
be sustained. In areas where substantial development has already occurred, transit projects have 
positive, but less significant effects. Given the highly developed character of the LITC along 
with the projected growth in population and labor force to 2010 and 2020, it is unlikely that any 
project alternative, taken alone, will substantially affect land use. Land use patterns in the study 
areas and subareas are long-established and depend on local zoning initiatives, public policy, 
tradition, other transportation services, and a host of other factors. 

The effects of the No Action Alternative on land use will be adverse in many places, but not sig
nificant. The Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative will bring some benefit 
for land uses, but that benefit will be minor. The Preferred Alternative, by providing efficient 
transportation to residents of Long Island and employees in Manhattan, will be the most benefi
cial in that it will support land use policies throughout the corridor that seek tore-center com
munities and improve access to workplaces. 
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Overall, the No Action Alternative would have negative effects on land use and development 
throughout the LITC. The increases in population and employment--and the development to 
support these increases-predicted for 2010 and 2020 are based on the assumption that transpor
tation services would not deteriorate during this time. If under the No Action Alternative trans
portation service does indeed deteriorate (see also Chapter 9, "Transportation"), then the antici
pated growth may not be achieved. In specific study areas, the No Action Alternative would re
sult in adverse-but not significant-effects on land use in all but the yard study areas. 
Throughout the LITC, the No Action Alternative would perpetuate the imbalance between the 
center of the Midtown CBD and the location of the LIRR terminus. In the Manhattan study area, 
street and sidewalk congestion in Midtown would increase as greater numbers of passengers 
alight at Penn Station make their way across town. This would make the area somewhat less 
"livable" and attractive. However, since LIRR commuters do not make up a large percentage of 
east-west movements, the increase in their numbers alone is not likely to affect land use patterns 
measurably. 

In Long Island City/Sunnyside, the No Action Alternative would not support city policy in 
establishing a fourth CBD in Long Island City. Without the addition of a new Sunnyside station, 
access to the new CBD would not be facilitated. 

On Long Island, the No Action Alternative would perpetuate current and future trends to site 
new development in areas served by the automobile. It would not support transit-centered land 
use, nor would it assist in containing sprawl. Without improvements to the rail system, 
commuters would be discouraged from taking the LIRR to their workplace in Manhattan, con
tributing to increasing congestion on the area's highways and, perhaps, development of new of
fice centers away from Manhattan. In addition, it is on Long Island that the potential for de
velopment (or lack of development) would be most apparent. Under the No Action Alternative, 
it is possible that growth and development predicted for Nassau and Suffolk Counties would not 
be fully achieved. 

The No Action Alternative would not affect any of the replacement yard study areas. The yards 
would continue to be lightly used for rail freight activity. 

Similarly, the No Action Alternative would not affect most of the Long Island storage yards 
being analyzed.* The yards would remain in their existing condition, or proposed future non
rail-related developments would occur as currently contemplated. As described in Chapter 2, 
LIRR's predicted future growth will require eight additional overnight storage tracks on the Port 
Jefferson Branch even if the Preferred Alternative is not constructed. To accommodate this 
need, a new yard would be constructed. In this document, the Cerro Wire site is analyzed as 
a potential site for that yard, to illustrate the potential effects of a new yard under the No 
Action Alternative. The eight-track yard would be approximately 1,700 feet long and some 200 
feet wide. Construction of this new yard at the Cerro Wire site would directly conflict with 
development plans currently under review by the Town of Oyster Bay for the site. If 
constructed here, a new rail yard would not result in significant adverse impacts to surround
ing industrial uses. 

* See page S-6 of the Executive Summary or pages 2-7 through 2-5 of Chapter 2, "Project 
Alternatives," for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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The No Action Alternative would also involve extension of tracks in the existing Babylon Yard 
to accommodate longer trains, and the addition of two new tracks in Ronkonkoma Yard, just 
south of the existing trackage there. Neither of these changes to existing rail yards would 
significantly affect the surrounding area. The No Action Alternative would not require the 
construction of any other new nighttime storage yards. 

At the other sites, no new rail uses would be introduced, and no property acquisition would be 
required. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) ALTERNATIVE 

The TSM Alternative consists of all the changes required for the No Action Alternative, in
cluding a new rail storage yard on the Port jefferson Branch. It also includes three new 
components to maximize the utility of the current transportation system (see Chapter 2, "Project 
Alternatives"). These components would not have significant adverse impacts on land use, 
zoning, or public policy, as follows: 

• Increasing the number ofLIRR rail cars during the rush hours. While this would require the 
construction of additional platform and track space at some stations, no new rights-of-way 
would be needed and no existing land uses would be altered. 

• Increasing the number of trains serving the Hunterspoint and Long Island City stations. As 
discussed at the beginning of this chapter, the patronage at these stations that would be af
fected by the project comprises transfers from LIRR to subway only. The projected AM 
peak period increase in passenger use of these two stations as a result of the TSM Alterna
tive (approximately 1,500 at Hunterspoint, fewer than 100 at Long Island City in 2020), 
would not have any effect on land uses around the stations. A TSM component related to 
this increased train service, increasing ferry service between Long Island City and Manhat
tan, would support the new Queens West development, but would not require changes in or 
have impacts on existing land uses. Similarly, the construction of a covered pedestrian walk
way linking the LIRR Long Island City station to the ferry terminal would not impact land 
uses, nor would the construction of an underground connection between the LIRR and the 
subway at Hunters Point. 

• Extending the length of the westbound LIE contra-flow lam: by 3.6 miles would not ad
versely affect land uses, because no new right-of-way would be required as a result of the 
extension. 

However, although it would not result in any local land use impacts, on a more regional scale, 
the TSM Alternative would be similar to the No Action Alternative in that it would fail to pro
vide a direct transportation link for commuters bound for East Midtown. The TSM Alternative 
would thus perpetuate the imbalance between the center of the Midtown CBD and the location 
of the LIRR terminus. The TSM Alternative would also represent a lost opportunity to support 
development trends and public policy in Long Island City. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The Preferred Alternative, creating a new LIRR terminal in GCT, would support regional land 
use patterns in the future (2010 and 2020) by better serving uses throughout the LITC and by 
supporting stated goals of encouraging the concentration of future development in established 
areas with adequate infrastructure and facilities. With the Preferred Alternative, there would be 
no rail transit deterrent to achieving predicted growth in the LITC. On a local level in 
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Manhattan, Long Island City/Sunnyside, and Long Island, the Preferred Alternative would also 
be beneficial, as discussed below. 

MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

The Preferred Alternative would support land use patterns by substantially improving transpor
tation service to East Midtown, the core of the city's Midtown CBD. As described in more detail 
in Chapter 5, the Preferred Alternative would support the CBD by providing a direct connection 
for workers to their place of business, making transportation in Manhattan more efficient. 

Overall, the Preferred Alternative would improve access to the Manhattan study area and is 
therefore compatible with land uses and public policies throughout the study area. More specific 
effects would be felt in the areas around and between Penn Station and GCT, described below. 

At GCT, the Preferred Alternative would add nearly 66,000 passengers in the AM peak period. 
As discussed in Chapter 9, "Transportation," these commuters would increase congestion on 
sidewalks and increase traffic in the area immediately surrounding the terminal and its exits. 
This effect would dissipate rapidly, since these "new" passengers would not be new to the area 
at all. In the No Action and TSM Alternatives, the vast majority of these commuters would ar
rive at Penn Station or come by car or bus, but would be destined for the same place of work as 
that of the riders in the Preferred Alternative. The limited congestion in the terminal itself and 
the immediate surroundings would not be enough to make actual changes in land use patterns, 
which are well-established and very intense in East Midtown. 

The decrease in patronage at Penn Station would also not be enough to affect land use patterns. 
With fewer LIRR riders, some of the retailers inside the terminal and in the area of the travel 
path to work might see a decrease in sales. As discussed in Chapter 5, "Economic Conditions," 
given the overall increases in ridership on Amtrak and NJ Transit, the sales effect of the LIRR's 
change in passenger volumes would not be enough to alter land uses or land use patterns. 

By bringing passengers closer to their destinations, the Preferred Alternative would eliminate 
east-west pedestrian, vehicular, and transit trips in Midtown. This would have the effect of 
somewhat reducing the intense activity and congestion on streets, particularly the smaller 
streets, in this area. This beneficial effect would improve neighborhood character, as discussed 
in Chapter 4, "Social Conditions." However, the congestion reduction is not expected to be large 
enough to encourage a change in land use patterns or in city policy to permit more intense uses 
in the area. 

The Preferred Alternative calls for the creation of entrances to new LIRR platforms from north 
of GCT. These entrances would not change land use patterns in the area. Details on easements 
required for construction of these entrances can be found in Chapter 5. 

The project would require the acquisition of a 5-story office building in the Manhattan study 
area, at 47 East 44th Street. Replacement of this building with a railroad-related structure would 
change land use at that location, but would not change land use patterns in the area. Details on 
property to be acquired can be found in Chapter 5. 

LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE STUDY AREA 

The new station at Sunnyside would support existing and future development of the Long Island 
City/Sunnyside area. The area surrounding the proposed station has traditionally been a rail fa
cility and would continue as such, with the addition of a new station to bring people to and from 
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the area. The station would be consistent with New York City's stated intentions to develop 
Long Island City as its fourth central business district (see discussion of land use changes 
above), improving access between Nassau and Suffolk Counties and Long Island City. 

The new station would be located within 14 mile of the area where the majority of the new office 
development is expected in Long Island City and, therefore, would serve the workers in the new 
CBD. It would also be close to the institutional uses south of Sunnyside Yard along Thomson 
Avenue and Queens Boulevard. The MT A has allocated $2 million in its 2000-2004 Capital 
Program to study ways to improve pedestrian connections between the proposed East 
Side Access Sunnyside station and transit stations at Queens Plaza and Queensboro Plaza. 
The study will be conducted outside the scope of the East Side Access project. 

The Preferred Alternative would require the acquisition of industrial property in the Long Island 
City/Sunnyside study area, on 43rd Street (see Chapter 5). This would not change overall land 
use patterns in the study area. 

LONG ISLAND 

Overall, the Preferred Alternative would have beneficial effects on land use on Long Island. By 
improving transportation service for commuters who work in Manhattan, it would encourage use 
of mass transit and reduce congestion on the area's highways, resulting in improved access to 
land uses on the Island. The Preferred Alternative would clearly support general county land use 
policies which seek to concentrate future growth in established areas, to make efficient utiliza
tion of the transportation network, and to revitalize existing town centers. Approximately half 
of the 30,000 new LIRR passengers would switch from driving cars to work to taking the train. 
This would support land uses around local train stations and focus development on town centers, 
promoting a more efficient and centered land use pattern. As noted above, with this alternative 
there would be no rail transit deterrent to achieving predicted growth on Long Island. The de
velopment thus made possible by the Preferred Alternative would likely be more focused on 
town centers and less of the urban sprawl type. 

As in Manhattan, overall development patterns on Long Island are not expected to change as a 
result of the Preferred Alternative. As Nassau and Suffolk are primarily residential counties, 
choice of residential location is the driving force behind land use trends. The Preferred Alter
native would improve commuting times into East Midtown Manhattan-a factor that plays a 
role in influencing where residents choose to live. Commuting time is, however, only one con
siderations among many when people choose where to live. Significant considerations include 
the quality of the local schools, the cost of housing and local property taxes, the character of the 
neighborhood, and a host of quality-of-life factors like the local traffic situation, accessibility to 
shops and restaurants and entertainment, etc. 

The development of Nassau and Suffolk Counties was initially significantly influenced by the 
LIRR. However, while the Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of service for anum
ber of current and future LIRR customers in Nassau and Suffolk, it would not add new stations 
or service where there would otherwise be none. In addition, any land use impacts brought about 
by the Preferred Alternative's attraction of approximately 30,000 passengers to the LIRR would 
be overshadowed by the two counties' overall population and labor force growth. As such, the 
Preferred Alternative, taken alone, would not have significant direct or indirect impacts on land 
use patterns. 
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REPLACEMENT YARD STUDY AREAS 

Blissville Yard 

Under the Preferred Alternative, Blissville Yard could be used for rolling stock storage of 
NY AR freight cars. This would create new freight activity in the rail yard, which is currently 
unused. It would not, however, alter or conflict with surrounding land uses in the area. Overall, 
land uses in the Blissville Yard study area would not be significantly affected by the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Maspeth Yard 

Under the Preferred Alternative, Maspeth Yard, currently an active rail yard for NY AR, could 
be used for rolling stock storage ofNY AR freight cars. (As noted earlier, NYAR is not consid
ering Maspeth Yard for this use any longer, but the analysis is provided for comparison 
purposes.) This would increase rail freight activity at the yard, which is currently lightly used, 
but would not change the basic land use of the yard. The increase in activity would not result in 
conflicts with surrounding land uses. Rail freight activity is compatibk with the industrial uses 
that predominate in the study area. The change in activity at the yard would not adversely affect 
the small residential area that abuts the yard. The character of this area is already affected by the 
presence of the yard (see Chapter 4 for a discussion of neighborhood character), so land use 
patterns would not be likely to change. Overall, land uses in the Maspeth Yard study area would 
not be significantly affected by the Preferred Alternative. 

Fresh Pond Yard 

Fresh Pond Yard could be used for locomotive and rolling stock maintenance of NY AR freight 
cars. In the center of the East Yard, at the site of the current NY AR offices (which occupy a 
double-wide trailer), a new combined maintenance facility and office of approximately 6,000 
square feet would be constructed and approximately 10,000 square feet of surface would be 
paved and embedded with rails. 

The increased rail freight activity at Fresh Pond Yard and the new buildling in the center of Fresh 
Pond's East Yard would not adversely affect surrounding uses. As described under "Existing 
Conditions," Fresh Pond Yard is buffered from nearby residential uses in most locations by in
dustrial buildings. At the limited locations where residential uses or Mafera Park abut the yard, 
the new facility would not be visible. The increase in rail freight activity would not be signifi
cant relative to the rail movements already occurring in the immediate area-a combination of 
NYAR, other freight, and NYCT subway trains. Overall, the Prefe1Ted Alternative's use of 
Fresh Pond Yard would not result in changes to the character of the surrounding neighborhood 
(see Chapter 4) and therefore would not be expected to result in change:s to land uses or land use 
trends in the study area. 

Highbridge Yard 

Highbridge Yard would be used for midday storage of MNR trains displaced from the Madison 
Yard. All new facilities to be constructed (see Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives") would be 
within the yard. As described earlier, surrounding residential uses and other sensitive uses-in
cluding schools and parks-are some distance away and well-buffered from the yard by inter
vening highways and, for some of the study area, by the Harlem River. Overall, the more inten
sive use of the Highbridge Yard by the Preferred Alternative is not expected to result in any 
changes to land use or land use trends in the surrounding study area. 
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Should the Department of City Planning's proposal set forth in the 1993 Comprehensive Water
front Plan, for residences on a platform north of Highbridge Yard, ever move forward, the Pre
ferred Alternative would not adversely affect such a plan. The 1993 proposal was conceptual, 
and a more detailed plan would have to accommodate any rail uses in the yard. The re-use of 
Highbridge Yard for rail freight activity would not conflict with the proposed use of the aban
doned rail right-of-way to the east for a bicycle/pedestrian path. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

As described in detail in Chapter 2, the East Side Access Project is projected to 
incrementally increase the amount of additional nighttime storage space for electric 
railcars that will be needed on the LIRR system. Therefore, this FEIS presents an 
assessment of seven illustrative sites to present a range of impacts that might occur from 
future yard development. The seven sites have no status as potential yards at this time; 
they are presented to illustrate the impacts that could result From such new yards. More 
information is provided in Chapter 2. 

Each of these potential yards would require acquisition of property and displacement of other 
uses. The effects of such actions in terms of land use and pub lie policy are described below; 
other chapters of this EIS consider related effects (e.g., see Chapter 4 for a discussion of 
community character, Chapter 5 for property takings, Chapter 6 for visual resources, Chapter 11 
for noise, and Chapter 15 for natural resources). 

Cerro Wire Site 

As described earlier, a new eight-track rail storage yard is required on the Port Jefferson 
Branch in the No Action and TSM Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative would double 
the size of that yard to 16 tracks. 

Development of the formerly industrial Cerro Wire property with a rail yard would not result 
in any conflicts with surrounding uses, which are entirely industrial. It would be consistent with 
the public policy expressed by the industrial zoning mapped for the site. However, development 
of this property with a rail yard would preclude the use of the site for the Mall at Oyster Bay, 
which is currently under consideration by the Town of Oyster Bay. 

Babylon Site 

A yard at Babylon would have six stub-ended, electrified storage tracks, as well as yard 
lighting, and a 70-space paved parking area. Converting this mixed commercial, industrial, and 
residential area to a rail yard would represent a significant change in land use on the site. 

The new yard would require acquisition of a number of private properties on the north side of 
Union Boulevard. Five residences and six active businesses would be displaced (see Chapter 4 
for a discussion of residential relocation and Chapter 5 for a discussion of business relocation). 
The new rail yard would bring a more intensive industrial use close to the service businesses and 
residences on the south side of Union Boulevard. With provision of a buffering wall, this change 
in land use would not be expected to result in a significant adverse impact on nearby land uses 
or land use patterns. The yard would be similar to the existing Babylon Yard north of the LIRR 
Babylon Branch tracks, which abuts a residential neighborhood. The yard would also be 
generally consistent with public policy, since the site is zoned for industrial use. 

3-43 



MT AJLIRR East Side Access FEIS 

Yaphank East Site 

If the Yaphank East site were to be developed with a new yard, tracks would extend from just 
east ofYaphank station northward to the yard site. The existing lead track that diverges from the 
LIRR right-of-way would be replaced with a new lead track to the new, five-track yard. New 
yard tracks may be electrified, should the LIRR decide that electrification of the Ronkonkoma 
Branch to Yaphank is feasible. In addition to the new tracks, security fencing, paved roadways, 
and parking for 15 vehicles would be constructed. 

Construction of the new lead track and yard would require acquisition of private property cur
rently operated as a tree farm and considered prime farmland for the purposes of evaluating its 
importance under the Farmland Protection Policy Act. Either a portion or all of the farm would 
be acquired. The new yard would also displace Suffolk County Department of Public Works 
uses, which would have to relocate elsewhere. The existing Department of Public Works facility 
would buffer the rail yard from the nearest road (Yaphank A venue). The new yard would be 
more than 600 feet from the nearest residences. It would represent an expansion of the existing 
municipal facility. Placement of the rail yard close to Southaven County Park also would not be 
expected to result in significant land use conflicts with the park, since the western edge of this 
park is not widely used and a vegetated area would be retained between the yard and the park to 
serve as a buffer. A yard at this site would, however, result in a significant adverse land use im
pact in terms of the loss of this farmland. Should the Yaphank East site be chosen for develop
ment of a rail yard, the portion of the site in agricultural use would be assessed in detail to deter
mine the degree of its agricultural significance. 

Yaphank West Site 

The same facilities that would be constructed at the Yaphank East site (described above) would 
be constructed here. Converting the currently agricultural site, considered prime farmland for 
the purposes of evaluating the importance under the Farmland Protection Policy Act, to a rail 
yard would represent a significant adverse change in land use on the yard site itself. A portion 
of the yard site is currently county-owned agricultural land. This impact to agricultural land 
could be avoided by moving the yard to a portion of the site west of its active agricultural uses, 
to land currently wooded. The yard would not conflict with land uses to the south, which are as
sociated with the county police department. A new rail yard would also conflict with the agricul
tural use to the north of the LIRR right-of-way, however. As noted earlier (see "Existing 
Conditions," above), the area north of the railroad is an educational farm used for children's and 
youth programs. This conflict would not be significant because of the distance between the yard 
and the most active portions of the farm center. 

Ronkonkoma Site 

As noted earlier, the No Action Alternative would expand the existing Ronkonkoma Yard by 
adding two additional tracks south of the existing trackage there. If additional yard space were 
developed at Ronkonkoma to store East Side Access trains under the Preferred Alternative, 
three additional electrified tracks would be added to the south of those two new tracks. In 
addition, yard lighting, switches and bumpers, security fencing, concrete walkways and 
roadways, and 15 employee parking spaces would also be constructed as part of the yard. 

Expansion of the Ronkonkoma Yard would have no effect on surrounding uses. The expansion 
site is between the existing yard to the north and vacant land to the west, south, and east. The 
municipal uses just outside the study area boundaries-a composting facility and the MacArthur 
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Airport-are compatible with the existing rail yard and its proposed expansion. An expansion 
of Ronkonkoma Yard to the south would also be consistent with the public policy expressed by 
the site's industrial zoning designation. 

Pilgrim Hospital Site 

If the Pilgrim Hospital site is developed with a new nighttime storage yard, the new tracks 
would diverge north from the LIRR right-of-way approximately Yz mile east of the Deer Park 
LIRR station. The new lead track would extend roughly a mile to the north to the new 13-track 
yard area. 

The site is in an area that has traditionally been used for industrial purposes, and this type of use 
would continue should the site be converted to LIRR yard use. Replacing the unused Pilgrim 
Hospital utility buildings with a 13-track train yard would not represent a significant land use 
impact. Neither the new yard nor its lead track would conflict with surrounding uses, including 
hospital buildings that will remain in use and new buildings to be created if portions of the 
hospital campus are redeveloped. Developing a new yard at Pilgrim would be consistent with 
the proposal to create an intermodal facility there as well. 

Riverhead Site 

If the former Hubbard duck farm in Riverhead is selected for development with a new night
time storage yard, the new tracks would diverge south of the LIRR right-of-way just east of 3rd 
Street and reconnect with the right-of-way just west of the Indian Island County Park boundary. 
Construction at Riverhead would change land use on the site from an undeveloped open space 
to an active industrial use. The new yard at Riverhead would conflict with surrounding residen
tial uses. It would add an active, busy industrial use directly next to a number of residences, 
without any intervening land use buffer. Development of a rail yard at this site would also 
preclude its use for the residential development currently proposed on the site. As de
scribed below under "Mitigation Measures," potential mitigation measures including construc
tion of a noise barrier and possible vegetation around a Riverhead yard to provide a buffer. In 
addition, since the soil type places a portion of the site into the category of farmland of state
wide importance for the purposes of evaluating its importance under the Farmland Protection 
Policy Act, its conversion to a rail yard would represent a significant adverse change in land use 
on the yard site itself. Should this site be selected for a new rail yard, the portion of the site in 
agricultural use would be assessed in detail to determine th1~ degree of its agricultural 
significance. 

F. MITIGATION MEASURES 

No significant impacts on land use, zoning, or public policy are anticipated for the project's 
alternatives in Manhattan, Long Island City/Sunnyside, at the replacement yards, or near station 
areas on Long Island. Therefore, no mitigation would be required in these areas. 

To minimize conflicts with nearby land uses, barriers would be constructed at several of the 
Long Island yard sites, should these sites be selected. Specifically, MTA LIRR would construct 
buffering walls around new yards at the Babylon and Riverhead sites. In addition, a vegetated 
buffer area would be retained along the east side of the Yaphank East site, to separate the rail 
yard there from the nearby park and residential uses. To eliminate a potential impact to prime 
agricultural land at the Yaphank West site, the new yard could be constructed west of the area 
currently in use for agricultural purposes. To mitigate potential impacts to the tree farm at the 
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Yaphank East site and the possible agricultural use at the Riverhead site, as part of the relo
cation process (see Chapter 5, "Economic Conditions"), the soil characteristics would be among 
the considerations in identifying potential relocation sites. •!• 
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Chapter 4: Social Conditions 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter addresses a variety of issues related to social conditions in the LIRR ESA Project 
study areas-including general neighborhood character, community facilities, and relevant 
population and labor force characteristics. The East Side Access Project has the potential to af
fect social conditions if it results in a change in neighborhood character (by introducing new 
land uses, for example), adversely affects community facilities (for example, by reducing access 
to a facility), or has adverse impacts on the local population. The discussion of social conditions 
focuses on the same study areas in Manhattan, Queens, and Long Island that are assessed in 
Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy." For each study area, the existing conditions 
are assessed, including an evaluation of neighborhood character, identification of community fa
cilities, and assessment of population characteristics. The expected changes in the future are 
then considered, followed by an evaluation of each alternative's effects on social conditions in 
the analysis years 2010 and 2020.* The future without the proposed project ("No Action" Alter
native), the TSM Alternative, and the Preferred Alternative are analyzed to show the probable 
impacts of each alternative. As in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," each dis
cussion of existing conditions, changes expected to occur in the future without the project, and 
probable impacts of project alternatives begins with a regional overview and is followed by a 
discussion of the study areas in Manhattan, Long Island City/Sunnyside, Long Island, replace
ment yards in New York City, and potential new Long Island storage yards. 

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

LONG ISLAND TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR OVER\i1EW 

The Long Island Transportation Corridor (LITC), encompassing Manhattan and all of Long 
Island (Nassau and Suffolk Counties and Brooklyn and Queens), is a large, varied metropolitan 
subregion, stretching for approximately 122 miles east-west, from the Hudson River to the tip 

* Sources for population and housing data are the 1980 and 1990 Census of Population and Housing 
and New York Metropolitan Transportation Council's (NYMTC) population forecasts for 1995, and 
projections for 2000, 2010, and 2020. The inventory of community facilities is based on the Com
munity District Needs 1998 for Manhattan and Queens Community Boards and supplementary infor
mation gathered for the analysis of land use, zoning, and public policy (in Chapter 3, "Land Use, 
Zoning, and Public Policy"). The assessment of neighborhood character is based on information 
gathered for other studies, particularly the analysis ofland use. 

Countywide projections were prepared for NYMTC by Urbanomics. Projections were made for MTA 
planning districts by preparing subcounty allocations of the countywide totals. Most of these sub
county allocations were prepared for MT A Long-Range Planning Framework by URS, September 18, 
1997. For Manhattan, the Queens study area, and downtown Brooklyn, updated forecasts were pre
pared for the Long-Range Planning Framework by AKRF, Inc. in May 1999. 
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of Montauk Point. At the western end of this area is Manhattan, with its dense core of activity. 
Manhattan is characterized by its famous skyline, bustling Times Square and surrounding 
Theater District, commerce on Wall Street, the hustle of the Garment Center, fashionable shop
ping districts, and mix of residential neighborhoods-some ethnic, some historic and most very 
dense. Queens and Brooklyn, across the East River, are home to an extraordinarily varied mix 
of ethnic groups in established neighborhoods, less dense than Manhattan, but, with a few ex
ceptions, still very urban in character. These boroughs also contain thriving downtown centers, 
major industrial areas, a vast agglomeration of transportation infrastructure (including the city's 
two major airports), Shea Stadium, the National Tennis Center, and several major parks and 
beaches. 

The character of the LITC becomes progressively more suburban as one moves eastward into 
Nassau County, the denser and older of the two suburban counties, with urbanized town centers 
and a variety of housing types, ranging from the estates of its northern hills to post-World
War II tract housing, the most famous of which is Levittown. Suffolk County, developed later, 
is strongly suburban in its western end; to the east, however, the suburban development gives 
way to farms and wineries, fishing ports, and a substantial number of vacation homes. Both 
counties are known for the extraordinary beaches that line the Island's bays, sound, and ocean 
shores. 

The LITC is home to a substantial population-an estimated 8,405,400 in 1995-and a large la
bor force--estimated at 3,590,620 in 1995. The LIRR runs east-west through the LITC, serving 
commuters and those visiting other regional attractions, such as shopping, theaters, museums, 
sports and other events, parks, beaches, universities, and medical centers. Although the LIRR 
played a strong role in shaping the character of development on Long Island from the mid-19th 
to mid-20th century (see discussion in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy"), it has 
been less significant to the LITC' s character through the waves of post-World-War II develop
ment centered around the automobile as a primary means of transportation. Nonetheless, the 
LIRR remains a valuable and important transportation resource in the LITC, supporting a host 
of activities and conditions relevant to the social and community character of the project's study 
areas. 

As shown in Table 4-1, the residents of the LITC work predominantly at jobs in Manhattan, 
elsewhere in New York City, and on Long Island. Some 22.1 percent (275,947 people) of the 
Long Island labor force commutes to New York City for work, and 10.3 percent commutes to 
Manhattan for work. Those Long Island residents make up 6.9 percent of the total work force in 
Manhattan and 7.9 percent of the total work force in New York City. Conversely, some residents 
of the New York City portion of the LITC commute to Long Island for work. In total, an esti
mated 79,489 people commute from Manhattan, Brooklyn, and Queens to Long Island for work. 
These workers make up 7.5 percent of the workforce on Long Island. 

The neighborhood character, community facilities, and population characteristics of each 
project study area are described below. 

MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

The Manhattan study area is the most densely developed mixed residential and commercial area 
in the country. Commercial districts are located next to residential districts with significant 
crossover of uses in each area. Different neighborhoods in Manhattan south of 79th Street vary 
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Location of 
Residence 

Nassau County 
Suffolk County 

Nassau & Suffolk 

Manhattan 

Queens 

Brooklyn 

NYC portion of LITC 

LITC 

Total Work Force 
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Table 4-1 
LITC 1995 Labor Force by Employment Location 

Location of Employment 

Manhattan Other NYC Long Island 

Percent Percent 
of Man- of Percent 

Total hattan's NYC's of Ll's 
Labor Work Work Work 
Force Workers Force Workers Force Workers Force 

643,677 96,676 5.1% 109,007 6.6% 424,598 39.6% 
624,795 35,112 1.8 39,382 2.4 543,200 50.7 

1,268,472 131,789 6.9% 148,389 9.0% 967,798 90.3% 

675,243 560,801 29.4 72,457 4.4 7,597 0.7 

866,641 318,051 16.7 456,906 27.8 62,536 5.8 

835,729 291,474 15.3 510,627 31.1 10,796 1.0 

2,377,613 1,170,326 61.3% 1,039,990 63.3% 80,929 7.6% 

3,646,085 1,302,114 68.3% 1,188,379 72.3% 1,048,727 97.9% 

1,907,021 100.0% 1,643,029 100.0% 1,071,335 100.0% 

Note: This table presents employed trip-based labor force and trip-based work force which do not 
include those who work at home. Employed labor force consists residential population that 
works (outside the home); work force consists of employees, at their workplace. 

Source: Journey-to-Work Forecasting and Analysis, Urbanomics/NYMTC, September 27, 1995 as 
used in MTA Long Range Planning Framework Projects: MESA, ARC, LIRR/ESA. 

widely in character. There are the dense commercial business districts of Lower Manhattan and 
Midtown, where the streets are lined with tall office buildings and busy with traffic and pedes
trians, and the retail districts along avenues throughout the study area, including Sixth A venue 
in Chelsea, and at Herald Square and Fifth and Madison A venues in Midtown. The study area 
also contains some of the most expensive and luxurious housing in the region (e.g., Sutton 
Place, Park and Fifth Avenues), and some of the most impoverished (e.g., Lower East Side). 
Types of housing involve high-rise apartment towers, bulkier and shorter masonry buildings of 
the pre-War era, mid-rise brick apartment buildings, tenements, brownstones, and row houses. 
Neighborhood character varies from the historic small-scale Greenwich Village to the newer 
high-rise developments on the Upper East Side. Many neighborhoods clearly show their mix of 
incomes, for example, the Lower East Side and Chelsea contain mixes of low-rise older resi
dential and industrial buildings and large blocks of public housing. The study area is served by 
rail, subway, bus, and taxi, providing local and regional access. 

Midtown contains a dense office district from Third to Sixth Avenues, with a major shopping 
area along Fifth Avenue. The historic Grand Central Terminal (GCT) lies in the heart of the 
midtown Manhattan commercial core, an active area of offices, shops, hotels, urban plazas, and 
other uses that define the surrounding urban environment. There are shops and restaurants at 
street level on all sides of the GCT superblock and on the blocks between Vanderbilt and 
Madison A venues. Many travelers using GCT are commuters working in large nearby office 
buildings, such as the Metropolitan Life Building, Chrysler Building, Helmsley Building, and 
Graybar Building. Concentrated along 42nd Street and Park and Madison A venues, these offices 
and their many employees give a distinctive "corporate" quality to the area. North of GCT, Park 
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A venue is a broad two-way boulevard with a wide landscaped median that is home to corporate 
headquarters for companies such as Bear Steams and Chase Manhattan Bank. The avenue is also 
the location of several renowned landmarked structures: the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel, Saint Bar
tholomew's Church, the Racquet & Tennis Club, and Lever House and the Seagram's Building, 
two early and fine examples of steel and glass "tower-on-plaza" architecture (for more informa
tion, see Chapter 7, "Historic Resources"). Some of these plazas serve as open spaces for 
workers in the area during the day. 

To the west, Madison and Fifth Avenues comprise a major shopping district, with Saks Fifth 
Avenue, Tiffany, Fortunoff, and a number of upscale boutiques and related shops. At Lexington 
Avenue and 59th Street is Bloomingdale's, the anchor of another important shopping district. 

Manhattan is famous for its major regional community facilities and institutions, including 
museums, concert halls, parks, medical centers, and religious institutions. Closest to GCT are 
the Museum of Modem Art, the New York Public Library Research Center, the United Nations, 
the theaters of Times Square, the hospitals of East Midtown (New York University Medical 
Center and Bellevue Hospital) and the Upper East Side (New York University-Cornell Medical 
Center, Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center), and East Side institutions such as Hunter 
College and Rockefeller University. Farther north on the Upper East Side (and outside the study 
area, but important destinations for visitors to Manhattan) are the numerous museums of Mu
seum Mile (the Metropolitan Museum of Art, the Jewish Museum, the Cooper-Hewitt Museum, 
the Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum, El Museo del Barrio, the Museum of the City ofNew 
York, etc.). Institutions on the West Side or near Penn Station include Lincoln Center for the 
Performing Arts, Carnegie Hall, Madison Square Garden, and St. Luke's-Roosevelt and New 
York Presbyterian Hospitals. Farther north (and outside the study area), the West Side is home 
to the American Museum ofNatural History and, still farther, Columbia University. 

Despite its dense commercial core, as described in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public 
Policy," Manhattan includes many residential neighborhoods between and outside its two com
mercial areas (see Figure 3-2). The population in those neighborhoods is described below. 

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

As shown in Table 4-2, the Manhattan study area includes nearly 648,000 residents-about 42 
percent of the total population of Manhattan (1995 population estimates). Some 8 percent of the 
LITC's population lives in the Manhattan study area. Most of these study area residents live in 
the Village and Midtown South subareas, which are the largest subareas in terms of acreage (see 
Figure 3-1 in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," for a map of the subareas). As 
shown in the table, the majority of the residents in the Manhattan study area are white, and the 
1989 median household income (reported in the 1990 U.S. Census of Population and Housing) 
is nearly $42,000, with 14.7 percent living below the poverty level. Minority populations are 
concentrated in Lower Manhattan (this area, which includes most of Chinatown, has an Asian 
population of 40 percent), the Village, Chelsea, the Garment Center, and Clinton. A relatively 
high percentage of the population lives below poverty level in Lower Manhattan, the Village, 
Chelsea, and the Garment Center. Overall, the percentage of low-income residents in the 
Manhattan study area is slightly higher than in the LITC, but lower than in Manhattan as a 
whole or in New York City. 
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Estimated 
1990 1995 

Area Population Population 

Lower Manhattan 45,069 47,487 

Villaqe 232,603 235,814 

Chelsea 25,443 25,551 

Lower Fifth 27,298 27,592 

Midtown South 86,731 87,819 

Garment Center 5,890 5,980 

Clinton 37,807 38,176 

Midtown 14,569 14,690 

Midtown East 63,409 64,720 

Lincoln Square 29,035 29,600 

Uooer East Side 69,745 70,383 

Total Study Area 637,599 647,812 

Total Manhattan 1,487,536 1,509,996 

Total NYC 7,322,564 7,348,600 

Total LITC 8,349,010 8,394,177 

Notes: 
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Table 4-2 

Manhattan Study Area 
Population Characteristics, 1990 and 1995 

Selected Demographic Characteristics, 1990 

Race and Ethnicity (Percent) Economic Profile 

Percent 1989 Below 
of Median Poverty 

Study Household Level*** 
Area White Black Asian Hispanic* Income** (Percent) 

7.1% 45.5% 8.3% 40.3% 10.2% $38,086 17.7% 
36.5 60.3 8.6 19.5 23.1 $30,679 21.6 

4.0 76.7 11.3 3.4 25.2 $30,619 14.7 

4.3 82.4 7.6 6.0 14.1 $37,380 12.9 

13.6 83.0 6.9 7.4 8.4 $43,543 9.4 

0.9 56.9 31.9 6.2 35.1 $33,123 40.8 

5.9 73.9 9.4 7.0 23.9 $28,448 16.5 

2.3 82.1 8.7 6.4 7.9 $39,646 13.4 

9.9 88.6 2.4 7.5 4.5 $53,232 6.0 

4.6 82.2 9.7 4.5 10.5 $51,147 9.3 

10.9 92.9 2.1 4.2 4.0 $65,095 4.7 

100.0% 72.6% 7.4% 13.4% 15.2% $41,499 14.7% 

- 58.3% 22.0% 7.4% 26.0% $32,262 20.5% 

- 52.3% 28.8% 7.0% 23.7% $29,823 18.9% 

- 64.5% 21.8% 6.2% 16.3% $36,300 13.8% 

. An ethnic group that can include members of all different racial categories . .. The median household income reported for the study area is a weighted average of those reported for the census 
and/or block groups in the study area. The median household income for the LITC is a weighted average of those re-
ported for the counties in the LITC. ... Percent of persons with incomes below the established poverty level; poverty level varies depending on household 
size. 

Sources: 1990 figures are from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, U.S. Census of Population and 
Housing, 1990. 1995 forecasts are from NYMTC. 

LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE STUDY AREA 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER AND COMMUNITY FACILI1TES 

The Long Island City/Sunnyside study area includes commercial, industrial, residential, and 
educational uses, making it both an origin and destination point throughout the day. The study 
area is well served by roads, subways, and buses, but it is not particularly accommodating to pe
destrians. Those sections of the area that do not contain major arteries leading to and from the 
Queensboro Bridge or the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, or across Sunnyside Yard, are quieter, but 
even these usually contain truck docks or curb cuts that make walking difficult. 

As described in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," the Long Island City/ 
Sunnyside study area is primarily commercial and industrial near the site of the proposed 
Sunnyside station, and residential at the edges of the study area. As shown in Figure 4-1, the 
study area includes portions of four different neighborhoods. South of Sunnyside Yard, the far 
western edge of the tree-lined Sunnyside residential neighborhood is included in the eastern 
portion of the study area. Dutch Kills lies north of the eastern part of Sunnyside Yard and is a 
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mixed industrial and residential use neighborhood where sidewalks are generally uneven and 
unkempt, landscaping in front of houses or apartments is scarce, and street life is limited. Addi
tionally, isolated residential pockets are located north of Sunnyside Yard in Long Island City. 

The study area south of Sunnyside Yard in Long Island City is primarily industrial, typified by 
loft and low industrial buildings on open streets with few trees or pedestrians. An exception is 
the area along Thomson Avenue and Queens Boulevard, where there is a concentration of insti
tutional and commercial offices located in large converted manufacturing buildings, including 
LaGuardia Community College, the Aviation High School, and the International Design Center 
of New York, or IDCNY (now predominantly occupied by office uses). 

Sunnyside Yard and Yard AI Arch Street Yard bisect the middle of the study area, forming the 
center of a large industrial area. These train yards are actively used for storage and maintenance 
of a large number of trains. The yards, roughly between Skillman A venue and Northern Boule
vard, are predominantly below the grade of surrounding streets and surrounded by large indus
trial buildings (and, in some locations, fencing). Therefore, the yards are not visible from most 
of the surrounding study area. Bridges cross the yards at Queens Boulevard, Thomson Avenue, 
Honeywell A venue, and 43rd Street, connecting the areas to the north and south and providing 
some views into the yards. 

Long Island City is known for its large industrial lofts occupied by factories and warehouses and 
for the elevated Nand No. 7 trains that wind above the streets. However, among the many com
mercial and industrial buildings are scattered row houses and the historic Hunters Point 
residential district, about % of a mile from the proposed site for the new Sunnyside station. At 
the intersection ofThomson and Jackson Avenues just north of the yards, the 49-story Citibank 
tower, which dominates the Long Island City skyline, and the Queens Court House Square lend 
a corporate feel to the immediate area. Although recent development has occurred south of 
Queens Plaza, Court Square is still the study area's major commercial and transportation center. 
Silvercup Studios and P.S. 1 Museum of Contemporary Art in Long Island City (just outside the 
study area), along with smaller art galleries and studios, make the area a locus of creative 
production. 

Noise levels in the study area are consistent with other urban areas. Industrial pockets tend to be 
intermittently noisy with large trucks and machine operation. Traffic is a significant source of 
noise for the area, particularly along Jackson Avenue and Queens and Northern Boulevards. 
Traffic is particularly heavy during the morning and evening rush hours, since the area is used 
to access the Queensboro Bridge, Queens-Midtown Tunnel, and regional highways. 

Many of the community facilities in the Long Island City/Sunnyside study area are public and 
private schools (see Table 4-3 and Figure 4-1). LaGuardia Community College, located on 
Thomson Avenue just west of Queens Boulevard, is a two-year college that is part of the City 
University ofNew York and that draws students from around the city. An associated middle 
school and high school are in the same building. Other prominent community facilities include 
the 11th District Courthouse, located north of the yard at Court Square (at Jackson and Thomson 
Avenues). Additionally, there is a state correctional facility located in a primarily industrial area 
two blocks south of the yard. 

4-6 



SCALE 

MTA I LIRR 

I East Side Access I 

-- Proposed Tunnel 

•• • • • Completed Tunnel 

- - - Study Area Boundary 
. --- Subarea Boundary 

0 Community Facility 

i}}}}}j ~fPJ:n~;~~~ ~~~~~n 
--Subway 

Figure 4-1 

Social Conditions: Long Island City/Sunnyside Study Area 



Map 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 
13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
24 

Chapter 4: Social Conditions 

Table 4-3 

Long Island City/Sunnyside Study Area 
Community Facilities 

Name Address 

I.S. 235 Academy of [\Jew Americans ==128-04 41st Avenue 
---~-"" 

Aviation High School 36-02 Queens Boulevard 
-~ 

International High S~IJool t_l1_::~0 Thomson Avenue -----

Queens Vocational High School 37-02 47th Avenue 
I - -----

Evangel Christian School 39-21 Crescent Street ----

Robert F. Wagner Jr. Institute for the Arts 30-00 47th Avenue 
---

St. Raphael School and Church 
~-·---

48-25 37th Street 

Academy of American Studies/Newcomers Hiqh School 28-01 41st Avenue 
"""--

Fiorello LaGuardia Community College (CUNY} 31-10 Thomson Avenue ----

Middle College High School 31-11 Thomson Avenue 

Church of God 22-48 Jackson Avenue 

Korean Phillips Presbyterian Church 40-09 Northern Boulevard 

St. Patrick's Church 39-42 40th Avenue 

Gospel Tabernacle Church 39-21 Crescent Street 

Queens State Correctional Facility 31-28 31st Place 

Group Home 42-25 27th Street 

Greek Cultural Center 38-11 27th Street 

HRC NYC New Projects Training School 32-03 39th Avenue 
Cultural Center 43-15 39 Street 

YMCA 27-04 41st Avenue 

11th District Courthouse 25-1 0 Court Square 

Fire Department: Engine 261 37-20 29th Street 

Fire Department: Engine 259 48-67 Hunters Point Avenue 

Court House Square Jackson-Thomson Avenues, 
Court Square 

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Although not primarily residential in character, the Long Island City/Sunnyside study area in
cludes a small residential population of some 6,300, less than 1 percent of the population of 
Queens. Based on information from the 1990 census, income levels are, on average, low within 
the study area, with the median income approximately $27,000 (see Table 4-4). Areas with the 
lowest median annual income are located in the northwestern, Long Island City portion of the 
study area. In 1990, black residents constituted approximately 6 percent of the study area's 
population, much less than in Queens or the LITC as a whole (both at 22 percent), while the per
centage of Asian and Hispanic residents (19 and 40 percent, respectively) was higher than in 
Queens as a whole or in the entire LITC. 
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Portion of 
Study Area1 Population 

Long Island City 498 

QIJ~b Kills 3,368 
Western Sunnyside5 0 
Long Island City South 2,487 

Total Study Area 6,353 

Total Queens 1,951,598 
--··--

Total NYC 7,322,564 

Total LITC 8,349,010 

Notes: 
1 See Figure 4-1. 

Table 4-4 

Long Island City/Sunnyside Study Area 
1990 Population Characteristics 

Race and Ethnicity (Percent) Economic Profile 

1989 
Median Below 

Household Poverty 
White Black Asian Hispanic2 lncome3 Level4 

72.1% 9.4% 5.4% 43.4% $19,208 20.9% 
59.6 5.4 20.0 41-4 ___ $27,667 11.0 

NA NA NA NA NA NA 

57.8 7.0 20.1 36.4 $25,685 17.4 

59.9% 6.4% 18.9% 39.6% $27,075 14.3% 

57.9% 21.7% 12.2% 19.5% $34,186 10.8% 

52.3% 28.8% 7.0% 23.7% $29,823 18.9% 

64.5% 21.8% 6.2% 16.3% $36,300 13.8% 

2 An ethnic group that can include members of all different racial categories. 
3 Weighted average. 
4 Percent of persons with incomes below the established poverty level; poverty level varies depending 

on household size. 
5 The entire population of the southwestern portion of the study area resides in a state correctional 

facility. 
Source: 1990 U.S. Census of Population and Housing. 

LONG ISLAND 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Long Island, which extends 120 miles from the East River to Montauk Point, includes Kings (or 
Brooklyn), Queens, Nassau, and Suffolk Counties. Most often, however, the name refers to 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties and does not include Brooklyn or Queens. The Island includes a 
wide range of communities. These include suburban towns, remnants of the large estates first 
developed in the late 1800's and early 1900's, small villages, farmland, and fishing communities. 

Much of the Island is suburban in character, occupied by numerous subdivisions developed be
ginning in the 1950's, such as Levittown. The overall design of these residential communities is 
automobile-dependent; residents must drive to the store, work, or train. Largely because of the 
distance from the region's economic core in New York City, Suffolk County contains areas that 
are less densely developed, particularly on the North and South Forks. [n this eastern portion of 
Suffolk County, farmland remains (potato and duck farms are the Island's most famous agricul
tural resources), although the 1970's and 1980's saw a trend toward subdivision of agricultural 
land for second homes and retail uses. Other farmland is now being used for local vineyards and 
wmenes. 

Long Island includes some 1,180 miles of coastal shoreline, including land along the Atlantic 
Ocean, numerous bays, and Long Island Sound. As such, it serves as a major recreational re
source to the entire region. Most famous among the Island's beaches are Jones Beach State Park, 

4-8 



Chapter 4: Social Conditions 

Robert Moses State Park, and the beaches of Fire Island and the Hamptons. Other regional at
tractions include numerous educational institutions, such as SUNY at both Stony Brook and Old 
Westbury, Long Island University's several campuses, Adelphi University, Hofstra University, 
and the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy. 

Key to the development of the Island's commercial character has been its transportation sys
tems: the LIRR, major roads, and highways. In addition to serving as a major east-west transpor
tation corridor, the LIRR spurred the development of most ofthe older "downtown" commercial 
centers on Long Island. These centers, which grew up around LIRR stations, are characterized 
by small-scale shops and restaurants, often front on the town's main street, and are almost al
ways oriented toward the pedestrian. Good examples include downtowns in Great Neck, 
Huntington, and Syosset. Newer commercial centers of the strip-mall and superstore variety owe 
their existence to the Island's highways and major roads, which, in addition to opening up sig
nificant areas of the Island to residential development, allowed customers to reach formerly 
inaccessible areas to shop. These commercial centers are oriented toward the automobile: sur
rounded by paved parking lots, set back a considerable distance from the street and often acces
sible only by car. Examples include the Roosevelt Field Mall in Carle Place, the strip malls 
along Northern Boulevard (25A) and Sunrise Highway, and the outlet malls of Riverhead. 

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS AND LABOR FORCE 

As shown in Table 4-5, Nassau and Suffolk Counties together include a population of2.6 mil
lion people, some 31.3 percent of the LITC's total population. Largely as a result of its proximi
ty to New York City, Nassau County experienced a development boom immediately after World 
War II that peaked around 1970. Population then decreased between 1970 and 1990 for a few 
reasons: families began to have fewer children and manufacturing and defense industry job 
losses forced residents to move elsewhere in search of work. As shown in the table, the popula
tion in Nassau County has declined overall since 1970, by approximately 9 percent. Most of that 
decrease was between 1970 and 1980, when population decreased by 7.5 percent. Between 1980 
and 1990, the decline was only 2.6 percent; since 1990, the population has been growing again. 

In contrast, the population of Suffolk County has been increasing steadily over the past decades. 
Long Island's building boom spread to relatively rural Suffolk County in the 1960's, and popula
tion grew at the rate of 69 percent between 1960 and 1970, to 1.1 million residents. During the 
1970's, the rate of growth slowed to 14 percent and further decreased to 3 percent between 1980 
and 1990 due to some of the same factors that led to lower Nassau County populations. Overall, 
the population in Suffolk County has grown by 19.7 percent since 1970, and by 1995 its popula
tion had eclipsed that of Nassau County by approximately 45,000 people. Consequently, Suffolk 
County's share ofthe LITC's population has also grown, from 13.0 percent in 1970 to 16.0 per
cent today, while Nassau County's share has shrunk slightly, from 16.5 percent to 15.5 percent. 
In total, population in the two counties has grown by 3.8 percent between 1970 and 1995. 

As shown in Table 4-6, population on Long Island is predominately white (88.4 percent), with 
a small overall percentage of minorities. Long Islanders are also fairly wealthy, particularly in 
comparison with other residents of the LITC (the median household income for Nassau and 
Suffolk Counties together is $51,671, compared with $36,300 for the LITC as a whole). Conse
quently, the percentage of the population living below the poverty level on Long Island is much 
smaller than in the LITC as a whole (4.2 percent compared with 13.8 percent). 
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1970 

"'o of 
Total 

Area Number LITC 

Nassau County 1,428.1 16.5% 

Hempstead 801.6 9.2 

North Hempstead 235.0 2.7 

Oyster Bay 333.3 3.8 

Glen Cove (City) 25.8 0.3 

Long Beach (City) 33.1 0.4 

Suffolk County 1,125.0 13.0% 

Babylon 204.3 2.4 

Brookhaven 245.3 2.8 

~!Hampton 11.0 0.1 I 

Huntington 200.2 2.3 

~liP 278.9 3.2 

Riverhead 18.9 0.2 

Table 4-5 

Long Island Population Trends (in thousands) 
Percent 

1980 1990 1995 Change 

"'o of "'o of "'o of 
Total Total Total 1970- 1980-

Number LITC Number LITC Number LITC 1995 1995 

1,321.6 16.0% 1,287.3 15.4% 1,302.3 15.5% -8.8% -1.5% 

738.5 8.9 725.6 8.7 NA NA NA NA 

218.6 2.6 211.4 2.5 NA NA NA NA 

305.8 3.7 292.7 3.5 NA __ NA NA NA 

24.6 0.3 24.1 0.3 NA __ NA NA NA 

34.1 0.4 33.5 0.4 NA NA NA NA 

1,284.2 15.6% 1,321.9 15.8% 1,347.1 16.0% 19.7% 4.9% 

203.5 2.5 202.9 2.4 NA NA NA NA 

365.0 4.4 407.8 4.9 NA NA NA NA 

14.0 0.2 16.1 0.2 NA NA NA NA 

201.5 2.4 191.5 2.3 NA NA NA NA 

298.9 3.6 299.6 3.6 NA _ NA NA NA 

20.2 0.2 23.0 0.3 NA NA NA NA 

Shelter Island 1.6 _QJL_f--_ 2.1 0.0 2.3 0.0 NA NA NA NA 

Smithtown 114.7 1.3 116.7 1.4 113.4 1.4 NA NA NA NA 

Southhampton 36.2 0.4 43.1 0.5 45.0 0.5 NA NA NA NA 

r- Southold 16.8 0.2 19.2 0.2 19.8 0.2 NA NA NA NA 

Nassau and Suffolk 2,553.0 29.4% 2,605.8 31.6% 2,609.2 31.3% 2,649.4 31.5% 3.8% 1.5% 

Total LITC 8,680.8 100.0% 8,256.4 100.0% 8,349.0 100.0% 8,405.4 100.0% -3.2% 1.8"(!... 

New York City 7,894.8 90.9% 7,071.6 85.7% 7,322.6 87.7% 7,348.6 87.4% -6.9% 3.9% 

Sources: 1970, 1980, and 1990 figures from U.S. Census of Population and Housing and 1998 Long Island 
Almanac, 31st edition, published by Long Island Business News; NYMTC February 23, 1996 for 
countywide 1995 figures. 

Table 4-6 

Long Island 1990 Population Characteristics 

Race and Ethnicity Economic Profile 

1989 
Median Below 

Household Poverty 
Area Population White Black Asian Hispanic1 lncome2 Level3 

Nassau County 1,287,348 86.6% 8.6% 3.1% 6.0% $54,283 3.7% 

Suffolk County 1,321,864 90.0% 6.3% 1.7% 6.6% $49,128 4.6% 

Nassau and Suffolk 2,609,212 88.4% 7.4% 2.4% 6.3% $51,671 4.2% 

Total LITC 8,349,010 64.5% 21.8% 6.2% 16.3% $36,300 13.8% 
Notes: 
1 An ethnic group that can include members of all different racial categories. 
2 Weighted average. 
3 Percent of persons with incomes below the established poverty level; poverty level varies depending 

on household size. 
Source: 1990 U.S. Census of Population and Housing. 
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In the past 25 years, the LITC's employed labor force has grown l7 percent, by approximately 
620,000. Growth on Long Island has far outpaced growth in the boroughs of New York City. 
Nassau and Suffolk's labor force grew at a rate of 44 percent between 1970 and 1995, compared 
with 6 percent in that same period in New York City. As shown in Table 4-7, Long Island's 
labor force has also increased far more quickly than its population in recent decades. 

1970 

Nassau 585.5 
Suffolk 403.2 

Nassau & Suffolk 988.7 

LITC 3,651.7 

New York City 3,330.8 

Table 4-7 

Total Labor Force Trends 
(in thousands) 

I Percent 
Change 

1970-
1980 1990 1995 1990 

654.8 690.1 I 719.1 23% 
573.8 698.7 ! 700.0 -- 7.'!__ 

1,228.6 1,388.8 1,419.1 44 

3,792.4 4,277.7 4,271.7 17% 

3,161.3 3,579.8 3,529.5 6 

Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing (for 1980 and 1990 
figures); NYMTC/Urbanomics, February 23, 1996 (for 1995 
figures). 

REPLACEMENT YARDS 

BLISS VILLE YARD 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

The Blissville study area lies at the southern reaches of the Long Island City Industrial Park
one of the city's largest industrial parks-which extends north into Long Island City. The sec
tion of the study area along Review A venue is heavily traveled by large trucks that make fre
quent stops to load and unload cargo. It is a busy area of predominantly storage and warehousing 
activity. Most of the buildings in the area north of the yard are 2- or 3-story warehouses, while 
the sites between the yard and Newtown Creek contain a mix of open industrial yards, gasoline 
storage facilities, and manufacturing facilities. The yard itself is buffered from surrounding pub
lic streets by these industrial and warehouse sites, which provide an effective barrier between 
the yard and local streets. The J.J. Byrne Memorial Bridge, which spans Newtown Creek just 
south and east of the study area, provides the only direct view into the yard. There are no com
munity facilities in the Blissville Yard study area. 

Population Characteristics 

The Blissville study area contains no residences and has no permanent population. While there 
are a limited number of residential buildings mixed among industrial and auto-related uses along 
35th Street, Van Dam Street, and Greenpoint Avenue, they all lie outside the study area and are 
not within a 400-foot radius of the yard boundaries. 
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MASPETH YARD 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

The Maspeth study area is a busy industrial area with many active warehousing, industrial, and 
auto-related operations that generate substantial truck traffic and high levels of noise. Cars and 
trucks commonly block sidewalks while loading and unloading, and trucks obstruct traffic. Most 
of the buildings in the area around the yard are large, low-rise manufacturing structures. The in
tersection of Maurice and Maspeth Avenues is a small commercial node with a diner/bar and a 
deli/coffee shop. 

As shown in Figure 3-4 in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," the eastern portion 
of the study area includes a small comer of a residential neighborhood that extends east along 
Maspeth and Grand Avenues. Within the study area, a church (an older structure now occupied 
by the San Sun Fortress Korean Methodist Church) on a wooded lot backs onto Rust Street 
across from Maspeth Yard. This area also includes two blocks of small residential rowhouses. 

Population Characteristics 

The smallest geographical areas for which 1990 census data are available are block groups, 
generally combinations of several city blocks. In the Maspeth study area, even these block 
groups are much larger than the small residential area in the comer of the study area (see Figure 
4-2). As noted in Table 4-8, the block groups that fall within the Maspeth study area contain a 
total of 1,500 people. However field surveys indicate the study area includes only an estimated 
32 housing units. Consequently, the census data only roughly approximate characteristics of the 
study area's population. Assuming one household per unit and using the average household size 
for the study area's two block groups of 2.4 persons per household, the population of the study 
area is approximately 77. For the census block groups that fall partially within the study area, 
the median annual household income is $27,489, similar to that of Queens as a whole and lower 
than that of the LITC. The percent of the population living below the poverty level, 10 percent, 
is also similar to that of Queens and lower than that of the LITC. The population in the study 
area is 95 percent white, 4 percent Asian and 9 percent Hispanic (see Table 4-9). 

Map 
No. Name 

Blissville Yard 

None 

Maspeth Yard 

1 San Sun Fortress Korean Methodist Church 

Fresh Pond Yard 
1 Matera Park 

2 Christ the Kina Hiah School 

Highbridge Yard 

1 NYPD Bronx Task Force ---

2 P.S. 46 

3 P.S. 156 

4 Hiahbridae Park 
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Table 4-8 

Replacement Yard Study Areas 
Community Facilities 

Address 

57-40 57th Road 

25-80 65th Place 

68-02 Metropolitan Avenue 

· 1278 Sedgwick Avenue 
-~ 

2987 Frederick Douglass Boulevard 

2930 Frederick Douglass Boulevard 

NA 
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Table 4-9 
Yard Study Areas-1990 Population Characteristics 

Population in Race and Ethnicity (Percent) Economic Profile 

Surrounding 1989 Median Below 
Census Block Household Poverty Level4 

Area Groups1 White Black Asian Hispanic2 lncome3 Percent 

Blissville Yard 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Maspeth Yard 1,500 94.7% 0.0% 4.1% 8.9% $27,489 9.6% 
Fresh Pond Yard 16,097 95.9 0.1 2.1 5.9 $32,170 7.4 

~· 

Total Queens 1,951,598 57.9% 21.7% 12.2% 19.0% $34,186 10.8% 
Highbridge Yard 

~-,-~ 

Bronx portion 4,699 8.0 71.3 1.9 34.4 $12,971 38.9 
Manhattan portion 7,558 7.5 85.6 0.1 16.8 $15,718 36.0 
Total 12,257 7.7% 80.1% 0.8% 23.6% $14,665 37.1% 

·-~ 

Total Bronx 1,203,789 35.7% 37.3% 3.0% 43.5% $21,944 27.8% 
Total Manhattan 1,487,536 58.4% 22.0% 7.4% 25.6% $32,262 20.0% 
Total NYC 7,322,564 52.3% 28.8% 7.0% 23.7% $29,823 18.9% 
Total LITC 8,349,010 64.5% 21.8% 6.2% 16.3% $36,300 13.8% 
Notes: 
1 The characteristics of populations in census block groups surrounding yards are not necessarily representa~ 

tive of the people living within yard study areas. 
2 An ethnic group that can include members of all different racial categories. 
3 Weighted average. 
4 Percent of persons with incomes below the established poverty level; poverty level varies depending on 

household size. 
Source: 1990 U.S. Census of Population and Housing. 

FRESH POND YARD 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

As shown in Figure 4-3, the Fresh Pond study area is long and irregular in shape. The study area 
faces four different neighborhoods: Maspeth to the northwest, Middle Village to the northeast, 
Glendale to the southeast, and Ridgewood to the southwest. As illustrated in Figure 3-5 in Chap
ter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," the area immediately around Fresh Pond Yard 
contains a buffer of industrial uses. Outside of that buffer, the study area is largely residential 
but also includes a portion of a large cemetery. The Maspeth portion of the Fresh Pond Yard 
study area lies off Metropolitan Avenue, a busy arterial lined by cemeteries and retail, including 
the Metro Mall at Metropolitan Avenue and Rentar Plaza. West of the Metro Mall, a small resi
dential area along Admiral A venue abuts the railroad tracks of Fresh Pond Yard. East of the 
Metro Mall and on the other side of the railroad tracks leading to the yard, the Middle Village 
section of the study area is fully occupied by a small portion of the Mt. Olivet Lutheran Ceme
tery. Near the cemetery, Christ the King High School is just outside the study area (see Figure 
4-3, No.2). 

Southeast of Fresh Pond Yard, the Glendale section of the study area consists primarily of 
low-rise residences on quiet tree-lined streets that dead end at the Fresh Pond Yard or the few 
adjoining industrial and warehouse sites. Southwest of the yard, the Ridgewood section of the 
study area is more densely developed than other portions of the study area. It consists predomi
nantly of attached houses and apartments. Shaler A venue, Mafera Park, and Traffic A venue, 
lined with industrial and warehouse buildings, buffer the residential area from the rail line. In 
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this portion of the study area, the 5 .4-acre Mafera Park (on the east side of 65th Place-No. 1 
in Figure 4-3) abuts the railroad tracks. The park, which was renovated in 1995, includes a roller 
rink with bleachers, baseball, basketball, and handball courts, softball and football fields, and 
play equipment. A softball field is in the area closest to Fresh Pond Yard. The central portion of 
the yard is not visible from the park. 

Population Characteristics 

The census block groups that fall wholly or partially within the Fresh Pond study area include 
a total of 16,097 residents (see Figure 4-3 and Table 4-9). The median household income is 
$32,170, slightly lower than for Queens as a whole or for the entire LHC, but the percent below 
poverty level, at 7 percent, is smaller than that in Queens or the LHC. The population is 96 per
cent white, 2 percent Asian, and 6 percent Hispanic. 

HIGHBRIDGE YARD 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

The Highbridge study area is bisected by the Harlem River (see Figure 4-4). The Highbridge 
Yard is located on the eastern side of the river, in the Bronx. The yard is inactive as a rail car 
storage yard and is partially overgrown, although it includes some tracks. The Oak Point Link 
freight line and Metro-North Railroad's Hudson Line mainline tracks pass through this area 
west of the Major Deegan Expressway. The abandoned Putnam Division railroad right-of-way 
just east of Highbridge Yard is proposed as a possible bicycle/pedestrian Greenway trail ex
tending as far south as Macomb's Dam Bridge in the New York City Greenway Plan published 
by the New York City Department of City Planning. 

The Bronx side of the study area is dominated by the Major Deegan Expressway, which acts as 
a physical and visual barrier between the rail yard and the neighborhood to its east. The Major 
Deegan (1-87) is a wide and heavily trafficked, limited access interstate highway that is elevated 
as it enters the study area from the south. It then descends to grade level as it passes the yard. 
The yard is accessible only from Depot Place, which crosses the Major Deegan Expressway 
from Sedgwick A venue. Two other major infrastructure elements also dominate the study area: 
the Macombs Dam Bridge at the south end of the study area, and High Bridge at the north. Both 
of these bridges are historic resources. The Macombs Dam Bridge carries traffic between West 
155th Street in Manhattan to West 161 st Street and Jerome Avenue in the Bronx. In Manhattan, 
155th Street meets the bridge on a historic viaduct that runs above the regular street grade from 
Edgecombe A venue to the bridge. High Bridge once carried water in an aqueduct across the 
river from the Bronx to Manhattan and was subsequently a pedestrian bridge, but is now closed. 

As described in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy" (see also Figure 3-6 in that 
chapter), the neighborhood east of the Major Deegan Expressway in the Bronx is largely resi
dential. This area is significantly higher in elevation than the Highbridge Yard. Residential uses 
include the high-rise High Bridge Houses complex, located on University A venue on a steep hill 
overlooking the Major Deegan Expressway and the Harlem River. This "superblock" complex 
includes six 13-story buildings to the north and two 6-story buildings to the south, where stairs 
provide pedestrian access between University A venue at the top of the hill and Sedgwick Ave
nue below. The study area also includes some smaller apartment buildings and rowhouses north 
of West 167th Street. Pedestrian and auto traffic is light, but ambient noise from the expressway 
is loud. The New York City Police Department Bronx Task Force is located at 1278 Sedgwick 
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Avenue between 167th Avenue and Depot Place. Sedgwick Avenue is also designated as a bi
cycle route on New York City's Citywide Cycling Map. 

The Manhattan portion of the study area is dominated by the Harlem River Drive, a limited ac
cess parkway with a riverfront bicycle and pedestrian path running along the western shore of 
the Harlem River, and the southern half of the 119-acre Highbridge Park. Highbridge Park 
slopes steeply uphill from the Harlem River Drive to its western boundary at Edgecombe and 
Amsterdam A venues. The eastern portion of the park is a steep wooded hill that is not accessible 
to the public. At the top of the hill, the park includes a grassy area and a scenic overlook with 
views of the river and the Highbridge Yard partially obstructed by trees. 

South ofHighbridge Park, the Manhattan portion of the study area includes two housing com
plexes on a large triangular plot: the eight 14-story buildings of Colonial Park Houses to the 
north and the four 30-story buildings of Polo Grounds Houses to the south. These complexes 
front onto Frederick Douglass Boulevard; their western boundary is the Harlem River Driveway 
(an access road to the Harlem River Drive); and their southern boundary is the elevated 155th 
Street viaduct. Colonial Park Houses also includes a school, P.S. 46, on the east side of 
Frederick Douglass Boulevard near the Harlem River Drive. Across Frederick Douglass Boule
vard from these two residential complexes is another school, P.S. 156 (the Eugene Percy 
Roberts School) and its 3-acre playground, both located alongside the Harlem River Drive. 

Population Characteristics 

As shown in Table 4-9, the Highbridge study area include a total of 12,257 residents---4,699 (38 
percent) in the Bronx, and 7,558 (62 percent) in Manhattan. Overall, these tracts consist pre
dominantly of minorities and low-income households. Only 8 percent of the population in these 
tracts is white (compared with 36 percent for the Bronx, 58 percent for Manhattan, and 65 per
cent for the LIT C). As shown in the table, most of the study area residents are black and many 
are Hispanic. The median annual household income in the area is relatively low at $14,665 
($12,971 in the Bronx portion and $15,718 in Manhattan), substantially less than the median 
household incomes for either the Bronx, Manhattan, or the LITC (see Table 4-9). Similarly, the 
percentage of residents living below the poverty level, 37.1 percent, is much higher than in 
either the Bronx (27.8 percent), Manhattan (20 percent), New York City as a whole (18.9 per
cent) or the LITC (13.5 percent). 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

CERRO WIRE SITE 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

The Cerro Wire property is a long-abandoned, vacant industrial facility located in a largely in
dustrial area along the LIRR Port Jefferson Branch. The derelict structures on the site resemble 
those of the adjacent industrial area along Robbins Lane. The former Syosset Landfill property 
is now an open, paved, vacant area that is vacant on the north and used to store Department of 
Public Works vehicles on the south. The character ofboth sites are in keeping with neighboring 
uses along the Long Island Expressway (LIE) North Service Road (Miller Place): the Town of 
Oyster Bay's Department of Public Works Facility and the New York State Department of 
Transportation maintenance facility. Overall, the Cerro Wire site hes in an area of Syosset with 
a strong manufacturing and industrial character. Most of the lots in the study area are developed 
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with large-floor-plate, single-story industrial buildings. Trains pass by on the Port Jefferson 
Branch with relative frequency. 

The yard site is visible from Robbins Lane and from the industrial neighborhood across the 
LIRR from the site. Outside the industrial area surrounding the project site are a number of resi
dential neighborhoods of detached, single-family dwellings. These neighborhoods are organized 
around community facilities including public schools, neighborhood parks, and religious institu
tions (none of which extend into the study area). The Cerro Wire site is also visible from the 
Colony Lane area across the former landfill, if the yard layout that uses the landfill is selected. 

Population Characteristics 

The Cerro Wire study area contains no residences and has no permanent population. While there 
are a number of homes to the north and east along Colony Lane, they all lie outside the study 
area and are not within a 400-foot radius of the proposed yard boundaries under either yard 
configuration. 

BABYLON SITE 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

The Babylon site is mixed in character, with vacant land, industrial, commercial, and residential 
buildings fronting on Union Boulevard, a main thoroughfare that runs through much of the 
Town of Islip. The overall appearance of the site is industrial, dominated by the large fuel 
holders near the Route 231 overpass at the western end of the site. The site has little or no 
vegetation, except for small yards at the site's three residential buildings, which are incongruous 
with the site's generally industrial appearance. In comparison, the area south of Union Boule
vard has a more residential presence. The buildings on the project site currently block views of 
the railroad or adjacent Babylon Yard from passersby on Union Boulevard or from the busi
nesses and residences south of Union Boulevard. Buildings along the south side of Union Boule
vard, opposite the site, are a mix of businesses and residences. Most of the residences are part 
of a larger residential area to the south and are thus oriented away from Union Boulevard. 

Higbie Street is a major commercial corridor through the eastern end of the study area, lined 
with local services and retailers. It also provides access to the residential neighborhoods north 
and south of the LIRR. On the north side of the LIRR right-of-way, the large Babylon Yard fa
cility is separated from the adjacent residential neighborhood by a high noise wall with limited 
openings to provide access for vehicles. 

Population Characteristics 

The Babylon yard site includes five residences: two in two-family houses and one in a single
family house. The 400-foot Babylon study area contains approximately 30 homes spread pri
marily across two census block groups. Since the study area includes only 30 of 965 households 
in those two block groups (3 percent), census block group demographic characteristics can only 
begin to approximate the characteristics of the study area population and in fact may not illus
trate the characteristics of the study area at all. In 1990, these block groups contained 2,416 peo
ple in 736 households. More than 98 percent of the population was white and 4.5 percent was 
Hispanic. Based on an estimation of approximately 30 homes within 400 feet of the proposed 
yard and a census block group household size of 3 .3, the study area contains approximately 98 
people. In 1990, the block group population had a median annual household income of just un
der $51,000 (see Table 4-1 0). 

4-16 



Chapter 4: Social Conditions 

Table 4-10 
Long Island Storage Yard Study Areas-

1990 Population Characteristics 

Race and Ethnicity (Percent) Economic Profile 

Estimated Total Population 1989 Percent 
Population of Relevant Median Below 

of Study Census Block His- Household Poverty 
Area Area1 Groups White Black Asian panic2 lncome3 Level4 

Cerro Wire 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Babylon 98 2,416 98.8% 0.0% 0.0% 4.5% $50,880 1.3% 

Ronkonkoma 32 1,381 99.3 0.0 0.7 7.2 $44,839 20.7 

Yaphank (East) 34 2,219 78.7 16.6 3.0 11.8 $42,000 10.7 

Yaphank (West} 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Pilgrim Hospital Unknown 2,7095 76.4 22.4 0.6 2.0 $35,000 47.7 

Riverhead 115 1 '155 88.8 10.3 0.9 1.0 $23,981 8.4 

Notes: 
1 Number of homes in study area multiplied by average household size of census block group. 
2 An ethnic group that can include members of all different racial categories. 
3 Weighted average. 
4 Percent of persons with incomes below the established poverty level; poverty level varies depending on 

household size 
5 The population at Pilgrim Hospital is institutional rather than residential. 
Source: 1990 U.S. Census of Population and Housing. 

YAPHANK EAST SITE 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

The Yaphank East site is quiet and isolated from surrounding uses, since it is on the interior of 
the Department of Public Works facility. It is not visible from public thoroughfares and only 
partly visible from surrounding properties. The Department of Public Works facility, on the 
other hand, is a busy municipal facility with many trucks and large equipment moving around 
during the day. The facility consists of numerous low buildings separated by driveways and 
open areas, and is accessed via an entrance from Yaphank Avenue. At the southern end of the 
Department of Public Works, the small Yaphank station is accessed via a driveway from the op
posite side ofYaphank Avenue that curves under the avenue to the station. This driveway also 
provides access to the tree farm just to the east of the Department ofPublic Works. 

Just south of the Department of Public Works facility, Park Street runs east-west from Yaphank 
Avenue just south of the LIRR right-of-way. The Georgia Pacific distribution center at the cor
ner of Park Street and Yaphank Avenue is active with 18-wheel trucks throughout the day. To 
the east of the center, Park Street also has some residences south of the LIRR, as well as a resi
dential neighborhood along Crescent Street, outside of the study area. At its end, Park Street 
bends north to cross the LIRR and provide access to two houses on the north side of the tracks. 

The Yaphank East site is adjacent to the 1 ,356-acre Southaven County Park, a pine-oak forested 
park bisected by the Carmans River. The park includes a picnicking site with group areas that 
can accommodate up to 1 ,000 people, recreation fields, nature trails, an equestrian center, a 
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campground for tents and trailers, row boat rentals, canoeing, and a skeet and trap shooting 
range. Access to the park is from Sunrise Highway. 

Population Characteristics 

The 400-foot study area around the Yaphank East site includes approximately 8 to 10 houses. 
These houses are located in a census block group that includes some 446 households. Since 
these households represent such a small percentage of the block group, an examination of the 
demographic characteristics of the entire block group is useful only as an approximation of 
neighborhood characteristics and cannot be viewed as illustrative of the characteristics of the 10 
or so households within the study area. In 1990, the block group contained 2,219 people in 446 
households. This population was 78 percent white, 17 percent black, and 12 percent Hispanic. 
Based on an estimation of approximately 10 homes within 400 feet of the proposed yard and a 
census block group household size of 3 .4, the study area contains approximately 34 people. In 
1990, the block group population had a median annual household income of $42,000 (see Table 
4-10). 

YAPHANK WEST SITE 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

In contrast to the isolated Yaphank East site, the Yaphank West site is in an area that is widely 
visible to the public. Currently occupied by a wide flat farmed field, the site is part of a larger 
agricultural area that extends across the LIRR right-of-way to the Suffolk County Farm and Edu
cation Center there. On both sides of the LIRR, land uses are associated with Suffolk County: 
on the south side of the railroad, neighboring uses are municipal facilities (police headquarters 
building and related buildings); the municipal landfill is visible farther to the south. On the north 
side of the tracks, however, the farm center is the dominant feature. The Suffolk County Farm 
and Education Center, operated by Cornell Cooperative Extension, is a working farm that was 
once part of a county-run almshouse (see Chapter 7, "Historic Resources"). The farm center has 
educational programs throughout the year for a wide range of age groups, focusing on history, 
animals, agriculture, and science, and providing hay rides, birthday pa1ties, a pumpkin fest, and 
other special events. The farm also houses a recycling education center and museum, a green
house, butterfly garden, and children's garden. A dirt road crosses th1;: LIRR tracks to connect 
the farm center and the proposed rail yard site to the south. 

Population Characteristics 

There are no residences within the 400-foot study area of the Yaphank West site. 

RONKONKOMA SITE 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

The Ronkonkoma expansion site is currently partially occupied by LIRR facilities and otherwise 
undeveloped and wooded. The site is not visible from surrounding roadways. The immediate 
area is similar in character, consisting predominantly of vacant wooded land and the existing 
Ronkonkoma Yard. The northern portion of the study area includes a small number of resi
dences north of the existing yard. These are completely separated from the expansion site by a 
high noise barrier and the existing Ronkonkoma Yard. No community facilities are located 
within close proximity of the yard. Just outside the study area, the Ronkonkoma Yard vicinity 
is dominated by the MacArthur Airport to the south and, to the west, by the extensive parking 
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lots of the Ronkonkoma LIRR station on both sides of the rail right-of-way, as well as the five
level parking structure and related retail uses at the station itself. 

Population Characteristics 

The 400-foot Ronkonkoma study area includes fewer than 10 residences, all north of the ex
isting LIRR right-of-way. Since there are so few homes in the study area itself, an examination 
of the demographic characteristics of the entire block group is useful only as an approximation 
of neighborhood characteristics and cannot be viewed as illustrative of the characteristics of the 
households within the study area. In 1990, the block group contained 1,381 people in 436 house
holds. More than 99 percent of the population was white and just over 7 percent were Hispanic. 
Based on an estimation of approximately 10 homes within 400 feet of the proposed yard, and a 
census block group household size of 3.2, the study area contains approximately 32 people. In 
1990, the block group population had a median annual household income of just under $45,000 
(see Table 4-10). 

PILGRIM HOSPITAL SITE 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

The potential yard site at Pilgrim Hospital is on a portion of the hospital campus that is no 
longer fully used, and includes various unused utility buildings that are in some disrepair. These 
include the massive former power plant, as well as smaller associated structures. The site and 
surrounding area are consequently isolated, somewhat desolate, and forbidding. The yard site 
is not visible from the nearby Sagtikos Parkway, because of a dense buffer of vegetation. The 
only active neighbor is the nearby Heartland industrial park. 

Population Characteristics 

The study area includes two of the buildings still in active use by Pilgrim Hospital. These build
ings are on the north side of Campus Road. Overall, 1990 census data for all ofPilgrim Hospital 
indicated a hospital population of2,709, of whom 76 percent were white, 22 percent were black, 
less than 1 percent were Asian, and 2 percent Hispanic. The median household income of resi
dents was $35,000 and almost half (47.7 percent) of the population was living below the poverty 
level. The number of people living in the two buildings closest to the yard site is unknown. 

RIVERHEAD SITE 

Neighborhood Character and Community Facilities 

The Riverhead site is an open field adjacent to a residential community. The LIRR right-of-way 
along side the site divides the residential area from the proposed yard site to the south. North of 
the tracks are a number of houses of all different sizes, as well as residential streets and the oc
casional business or institutional use. On the south side of the tracks, the proposed yard site is 
part of a larger parcel of undeveloped land. A portion of the site may have once been used for 
agricultural purposes, but is now covered by various grasses and saplings. The yard site provides 
an open area and visual amenity to the people living nearby. The LIRR right-of-way in this area 
consists of a very lightly used single track, which, other than an occasional train pass by every 
few hours, does not significantly alter the residential/open space character of the neighborhood. 
The track has no electrified third rail and can be crossed easily to access the open field (the yard 
site) to its south. Nearby community facilities include the Riverhead Fire Department, on the 
south side of Hubbard A venue, just outside the northeastern corner of the study area; the 
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American Legion Post 273, also on the south side ofHubbard Avenue just east of3rd Street; and 
Indian Island County Park, a 275-acre park adjacent to the east side of the yard site. Indian 
Island County Park extends from the LIRR right-of-way south to Saw Mill Creek and the es
tuarine mouth of the Peconic River. It features facilities for hiking, picnicking, camping, and 
fishing, as well as a playground, activity field, and small zoo. 

Population Characteristics 

The study area includes an estimated 50 residences. These residences constitute a small propor
tion of the 504 households located in their census block group. Consequently, the available cen
sus data can only begin to approximate the study area's characteristics and in fact may not illus
trate the characteristics of the study area at all. Using the average household size in the census 
block group of2.3, the estimated 50 households in the study area house approximately 115 resi
dents, 10 percent ofthe 1,155 total people in the block group in 1990. In 1990, the block group 
population was 89 percent white and 10 percent black, and had a median annual household in
come of just under $24,000 (see Table 4-10). However, observations of the housing type and 
size within the study area, compared to that outside the study area yet still within the block 
group (primarily on streets north of Hubbard A venue), indicate that the median income of peo
ple within the study area is most likely lower than that of the block group as a whole. 

C. FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

LONG ISLAND TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR OVERVIEW 

Given the generally highly developed character of the LITC, future (2010 and 2020) conditions 
are not likely to see broad changes. The character of the region will still show similar relation
ships: Manhattan will continue as the dense commercial hub, with major cultural and other insti
tutional attractions; Queens and Brooklyn will remain strong population centers, with growing 
business districts in Downtown Brooklyn and Long Island City and a diminished industrial 
character; and Nassau and Suffolk Counties will continue to have a varied suburban character 
while western Suffolk will become increasingly suburbanized. The attractions of the region's 
community facilities and institutions will remain high. 

NYMTC projections show a population increase for the LITC of 4.7 percent from 1995 to 2010, 
and 10.3 percent from 1995 to 2020, as shown in Table 4-11. More telling for the issue of travel, 
however, is the predicted increase in trip-based, employed labor force: as shown in Table 4-11, 
those who will have jobs and travel to work will increase 11.2 percent from 1995 to 2010 and 
16.1 percent from 1995 to 2020. Demand for travel from Long Island to Manhattan is predicted 
to increase at an even higher rate. As shown on Tables 4-12, 4-13, and 4-14, Long Island resi
dents commuting to Manhattan will increase from 129,446 in 1995 to 159,183 in 2010 and 
167,959 in 2020; this represents an increase of 23 percent in the first period and 30 percent 
overall. Together, these figures indicate that, while the automobile-dependent character of 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties is unlikely to wane, reliance on the LIRR as a means of transporta
tion is likely to increase. 

Proposed actions to improve transportation service in the LITC that could reasonably be in place 
by 2010 and 2020 are described in detail in Chapter 1, "Project Purpose and Need," and Chapter 
9, 'Transportation." Several of these, such as the light rail system between John F. Kennedy 
Airport and Jamaica Station, and new equipment on the LIRR that would permit riders on diesel 
lines to get to Penn Station without a transfer, will offer new or more convenient service. 
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Table 4-11 

LITC Population 1995, 2010, 2020 (in thousands) 

Percent Change 

1995to 2010 to 1995to 
1995 2010 2020 2010 2020 2020 

1,302.3 1,349.8 1,433.6 3.6% 6.2% 10.1% 

1,347.1 1,495.2 1,658.1 11.0 10.9 23.1 

Nassau & Suffolk 2,649.4 2,845.0 3,091.7 7.4% 8.7% 16.7% 

Manhattan 1,510.0 1,556.7 1,575.0 3.1 1.2 4.3 
Queens 1,970.3 2,062.4 2,189.2 4.7 6.1 11 .1 

Brooklyn 2,275.7 2,333.7 2,412.4 2.5 3.4 6.0 
LITC 8,405.4 8,797.8 9,268.3 4.7% 5.3% 10.3% 
Source: NYMTC/Urbanomics February 23, 1996. 

1995 2010 

Nassau 643.7 720.4 

Suffolk 624.8 760.2 

Table 4-12 

LITC Employed Labor Force 
1995, 2010, 2020 (in thousands) 

Percent Change 

1995to 2010 to 1995 to 
2020 2010 2020 2020 

769.6 11.9% 6.8% 19.6% 

894.6 21.7 17.7 43.2 

Nassau & Suffolk 1,268.5 1,480.6 1,664.2 16.7 i 12.4% 31.2% 

Manhattan 675.2 729.9 743.0 8.1 1.8 10.0 
Queens 866.6 958.9 1,030.9 10.7 7.5 19.0 

Brooklyn 835.7 913.0 973.0 9.2 6.6 16.4 

LITC 3,646.0 4,082.4 4,411.1 12.0% 8.1% 21.0% 

Note: Figures are for trip-based, employed labor force, and do not include those 
who work at home. 

Source: Journey-to-Work Forecasting and Analysis, Urbanomics/NYMTC, Septem-
ber 27, 1995 as used in MTA Long Range Planning Framework Projects: 
MESA, ARC, LIRRIESA. 
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Location of 
Residence 

Nassau County 

Suffolk County 

Nassau & Suffolk 

Manhattan 

Queens 

Brooklyn 

LITC 

Total Work Force 

Table 4-13 

LITC 2010 Labor Force by Employment Location 

Location of Employment 

Manhattan Other NYC Long Island 

Total Trip- Percent Percent 
Based of Man- of Percent 

Employed hattan's NYC's of Ll's 
Labor Work Work Work 
Force Workers Force Workers Force Workers Force 

72,039 112,706 5.2% 117,637 6.8% 474,684 38.1% 

760,217 46,625 2.1 46,690 2.7 657,402 52.8 

1,480,596 159,331 7.3% 164,327 9.4% 1,132,086 91.0% 

729,870 611,464 28.0 73,863 4.2 7,921 0.6 

958,919 366,818 16.8 490,368 28.2 68,886 5.5 

913,004 350,198 16.0 523,626 30.1 12,226 1.0 

4,082,389 1,487,811 68.1% 1,252,184 72.0% 122,119 98.1% 

2,185,093 100.0% 1,739,212 100.0% 1,244,726 100.0% 

Note: This table presents employed trip-based labor force and trip-based work force which do not 
include those who work at home. Employed labor force consists residential population that 
works (outside the home); work force consists of employees, at their workplace. 

Source: Journey-to-Work Forecasting and Analysis, Urbanomics/NYMTC, September 27, 1995 as 
used in MTA Long Range Planning Framework Projects: MESA, ARC, LIRR!ESA. 

Table 4-14 

LITC 2020 Labor Force by Employment Location 

Location of Employment 

Manhattan Other NYC Long Island 

Total Trip- Percent Percent 
Based of Man- of Percent 

Employed hattan's NYC's of Ll's 
Location of Labor Work Work Work 
Residence Force Workers Force Workers Force Workers Force 

Nassau County 769,611 117,198 5.2% 129,093 6.8% 506,847 36.0% 

Suffolk County 894,635 51,011 2.3 53,677 2.8 779,202 55.4 

Nassau & Suffolk 1,664,246 168,200 7.4% 182,779 9.6% 1,286,048 91.5% 

Manhattan 743,003 617,751 27.3 78,496 4."1 8,286 0.6 

Queens 1,030,857 380,610 16.8 541,135 28.4 73,585 5.2 

Brooklyn 973,004 363,338 16.1 567,018 29.7 13,215 0.9 

LITC 4,411,110 1,529,899 67.6% 1,369,428 71.8% 1,381,134 98.2% 

Total Work Force 2,261,857 100.0% 1,906,766 100.0% 1,406,188 100.0% 

Note: This table presents employed trip-based labor force and trip-based work force which do not 
include those who work at home. Employed labor force consists residential population that 
works (outside the home); work force consists of employees, at their workplace. 

Source: Journey-to-Work Forecasting and Analysis, Urbanomics/NYMTC, September 27, 1995 as 
used in MTA Long Range Planning Framework Projects: MESA, ARC, LIRR!ESA. 
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However, none of these proposals would improve the LIRR to the point where it could offer ser
vice and capacity increases needed to accommodate the rapidly increasing numbers of com
muters to and from Manhattan, who make up the vast majority ofLIRR patrons, or to improve 
conditions for those seeking other destinations served by the railroad (e.g., museums, arenas, 
stadiums, parks, beaches, theaters, hospitals, courts, etc.). 

MANHATTANSTUDYAREA 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

The character of the Manhattan study area is well established as a densely developed Central 
Business District (CBD), surrounded by substantial and varied residential neighborhoods. Re
cent trends toward changing neighborhood character through the turnover of manufacturing and 
loft buildings to office, retail, or residential space, can be expected to continue in portions of the 
Lower East Side, NoHo, the section of Soho west of Sixth A venue, known as the Graphic Arts 
district, the Gansevoort Meat Market, West Chelsea, West Midtown/Garment Center, and West 
Clinton. The trend, bolstered by public policy and public actions, toward strengthening and up
grading West Midtown/Times Square and the Theater District is also expected to continue. Proj
ects such as the ongoing 42nd Street Development Project and other new development proposed 
in that area will serve to intensifY its character as the region's (perhaps the nation's) premier en
tertainment district and to increase its presence as a first class office district. Several of the pro
posals and trends in the area around Penn Station will likely improve the CBD character of this 
portion ofWest Midtown, as well. These include the new Amtrak station in the General Post Of
fice (Farley) Building, development of the site on Ninth Avenue west of the Farley Building, 
and the influence of the 42nd Street Development Project, coupled with ongoing real estate 
trends in the blocks south of 42nd Street between Sixth and Eighth Avenues, to replace manu
facturing and wholesaling with office and residential uses. 

The neighborhood surrounding GCT in East Midtown is likely to retain the same general charac
ter over time. Park A venue, with its elegant landscaped median, will continue to be the most de
sirable location in the CBD; on Madison Avenue, the Bear Steams building at 46th Street (383 
Madison), now under construction, and the proposed office tower just south of 42nd Street 
(known as 310 Madison A venue) will solidify the area's character as an extremely dense office 
district. South of GCT in the Midtown South and Union Square areas, the current trends toward 
upgrading of office uses and new construction (where sites can be found) of residential build
ings will continue, underscoring the mixed-use, slightly less dense character of this commercial 
neighborhood. 

The trend toward a 24-hour community in Lower Manhattan, discussed in Chapter 3, "Land 
Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," is particularly marked, and is expected to continue into the 
future. The expansion of the New York Stock Exchange in generally the same location as the 
existing Exchange building will maintain Wall Street's character as the hub of the financial dis
trict. The completion of Battery Park City and the conversion of older office and loft buildings 
to residential use will strongly influence the area's neighborhood character in the future, as one 
of a dense mix of uses in a 24-hour working and living community. 

The regional community resources in the Manhattan study area will maintain their role in 
serving the metropolitan area and tourists in the future. Several planned moves or expansions, 
such as the expansion of the Museum of Modem Art on West 53rd Street and the consolidation 
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of the City University Graduate Center in the old B. Altman's building on 34th Street and Fifth 
A venue, will help to strengthen these facilities in meeting the needs of their constituencies. 

POPULATION AND LABOR FORCE 

Predictions for increases in population in the Manhattan study area show a relatively stable 
situation overall, with an increase of 3.1 percent from 1995 to 2010 and another 1.2 percent 
from 2010 to 2020 (see Table 4-15). Specific neighborhoods, however, will see greater in
creases. These include: Lower Manhattan, reflecting the completion of Battery Park City and the 
trend to residential conversion; Garment Center, reflecting new residential construction slated 
for Sixth A venue between 23rd and 31st Streets; Midtown, where residential development along 
Eighth A venue is expected; and Lincoln Square, which anticipates completion of Riverside 
South and other large projects with residential components. 

Lower Manhattan 

Village/Lower East Side 

Chelsea 
Clinton 

Garment Center 

Lower Fifth 

Midtown 

Midtown South 

Midtown East 

Lincoln Square 

Upper East Side 

Manhattan Study Area 

Other Manhattan 

Total Manhattan 

Table 4-15 

Manhattan Population Trends: 1995, 2010, and 2020 

Percent Change 

Total 
1995 2010 2020 1995-2010 2010-2020 1995-2020 

47,487 56,925 59,148 19.9% 3.9% 24.6% 

235,814 239,418 240,267 1.5 0.4 1.9 

25,551 25,626 25,686 0.3 0.2 0.5 
38,176 39,154 41,990 2.6 7.2 10.0 

5,980 8,832 9,503 47.7 7.6 58.9 

27,592 29,474 31,231 6.8 6.0 13.2 

14,690 15,607 17,556 6.2 12.5 19.5 

87,819 89,593 90,010 2.0 0.5 2.5 

64,720 65,584 66,524 1.3 1.4 2.8 

29,600 35,080 36,864 18.5 5.1 24.5 

70,383 71,809 72,527 2.0 1.0 3.0 

647,812 677,102 693,326 4.5% 2.4% 7.0% 

862,184 879,590 883,689 2.0 0.5 2.5 

1,509,996 1,556,692 1,577,015 3.1% 1.3% 4.4% 

Source: Countywide projections from NYMTC February 23, 1996, with local population forecasts pre-
pared by AKRF, Inc. 

As shown in Table 4-11, above, the labor force in Manhattan will increase by more than 8 per
cent between 1995 and 2010. This predicted labor force increase is more than double the pre
dicted population increase and reflects an increase in multiple-worker households and families. 
These additional workers will, for the most part, work in Manhattan--according to NYMTC's 
projections, the increase in reverse commuters from Manhattan to Long Island will be small and 
Manhattan residents will still represent a very small portion (less than 1 percent) of the Long 
Island work force (see Table 4-14). From 2010 to 2020, the imbalance between population 
growth ( 1.2 percent) and labor force growth ( 1. 8 percent) will be less pronounced, as the growth 
in both areas will slow considerably. 
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LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE STUDY AREA 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

In the future, the character of the Long Island City/Sunnyside study area should continue to 
evolve. As noted above, a trend toward more and upgraded office use has taken hold in "down
town" Long Island City. This movement will be accelerated if the proposed Long Island City re
zoning is approved (see Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy"). Four to five office 
towers, similar to, but not as large as the Citicorp tower would be built in the area of Jackson 
Avenue on the south side of Queens Plaza and at Court Square. A small amount of residential 
infill and new buildings are expected, as well. These changes would be enough to clearly alter 
the visual character of the area and, with anticipated office and retail upgrading, introduction of 
new, larger institutional uses and perhaps a department store, the rezoning would transform the 
character of Long Island City. It would be more like a CBD--development would be denser and 
the types of commercial uses would more closely resemble those in downtown Brooklyn. To ac
commodate increased employee populations, the rezoning would require areas of open 
space to be set aside on blocks in the vicinity of Queens Plaza. 

The recent acquisition ofP.S. 1 by the Museum of Modem Art and the proposed expansion of 
LaGuardia Community College across Sunnyside Yard from "downtown" Long Island City sig
nal the continuing strength of the area's cultural and educational institutional base. 

POPULATION 

The study area should sec modest increases in population as a result of the Long Island City re
zoning, which is predicted to result in approximately 300 new housing units, for an estimated 
750 new residents. Nearby, just outside the study area, the Hunters Point Mixed Use district 
should see some increase in housing resulting from a recent rezoning permitting such 
development. 

LONG ISLAND 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

The estimates of the future ofNassau and Suffolk Counties show some similarities and some 
differences. Both counties contain large, previously industrial sites that are likely to be devel
oped with a mix of other uses by 2010 and 2020. These include the Lockheed Martin site in 
Lake Success (for which a mixed-use commercial development is proposed), the Grumman 
Bethpage site (slated for office, institutional, and distribution uses), the Nassau Hub (the County 
proposes a mixed commercial and entertainment development near the existing Nassau Coli
seum), the Cerro Wire site in Oyster Bay (an upscale fashion mall is proposed), and Calverton 
in Riverhead (proposed for modem industrial use). These will continue a trend to replace in
dustrial centers with other commercial and job-producing uses. The trend toward continued resi
dential construction where land is available is expected to continue throughout the area. This 
trend will, however, be stronger in western Suffolk County, which is less developed than Nassau 
County and still a reasonable commuting distance from employment centers on the Island and 
in Manhattan. These trends will maintain the character of both counties as a distinct metropoli
tan area, with suburban development and strong employment centers. 

The character of eastern Suffolk County, which is rural, agricultural, and influenced by the 
area's strong recreational attraction, will be maintained to some extent through public policy, 
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which is focused on preserving farmland and maintaining environmental quality in the area, and 
also on the marketplace, which has found both the North and South Fork farmland to be attrac
tive for the wine-making industry. Most recently, national and international wineries have begun 
to invest in existing Long Island wineries and to plan expansions through the purchase of other 
types of farmland and vacant land. However, the pressure for second homes is expected to con
tinue as are increases in the types of retail uses associated with a recreational area (e.g., Tanger 
Factory Outlet Centers) plus the retail uses associated with increases in population throughout 
Suffolk County (e.g., the proposed major shopping center at the intersection of William Floyd 
Parkway and the Sunrise Highway). 

Long Island's role as a provider of substantial community resources will remain in the future, 
as well. The beaches along both shores will continue to serve local and county residents, the en
tire metropolitan area, and visitors from throughout the world. And all of Long Island's major 
community resources that are served by the LIRR will continue as off-peak trip generators. 

POPULATION AND LABOR FORCE 

As shown in Table 4-11, above, the population of Long Island is expected to increase by 7.4 per
cent from 1995 to 2010 and by another 8.7 percent from 2010 to 2020. Not surprisingly, since 
it is relatively less developed now, Suffolk County will outpace Nassau in population growth for 
both periods. This will be accompanied by strong increases in the trip-based, employed labor 
force in both counties, with Suffolk County leading the way. As shown in Table 4-11, the labor 
force on Long Island will increase drastically in the future: by 16.7 percent from 1995 to 2010 
and by another 12.4 percent from 2010 to 2020. Suffolk County increases will be the higher and 
more dramatic-21.7 and 17.7 percent for the two time periods, respectively. With the strong in
crease in population and trip-based labor force, the number of Long Island residents who com
mute into New York City will rise as well (by 15.5 percent from 199.5 to 2010 and by another 
8.4 percent from 1995 to 2020). 

REPLACEMENT YARDS 

The neighborhood character of the replacement yard study areas is unlikely to evolve or change 
much in the future. Additionally, each of the yard study areas is largely developed and there is 
unlikely to be much growth in either population or labor force in the Blissville, Maspeth, Fresh 
Pond, or Highbridge study areas. However, as noted in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and 
Public Policy," the city has a proposed to create a public access easement just east ofHighbridge 
Yard for a Greenway bicycle/pedestrian path extending as far south as Macomb's Dam Bridge. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

At the sites analyzed for storage yards at Babylon, Yaphank East, Yaphank West, and 
Riverhead, the overall character of the study area will remain unchanged in the future. If the 
Town of Oyster Bay approves the proposed mall on the Cerro Wire site, the character of that site 
and surrounding area would drastically change in the future (and this new use would be in 
direct conflict with development of the site with a rail yard). At the Pilgrim Hospital site, the 
character of the immediate area is likely to change substantially as new uses are developed at the 
hospital campus. Regardless of what uses are eventually developed, the area north of Campus 
Road would remain in active use, while the area to the south may not. A portion of the campus 
would remain in use as a psychiatric hospital. Similarly, if new housing is developed on the 

4-26 



Chapter 4: Social Conditions 

Riverhead site, the character of that area will change (and this new use would be in direct 
conflict with a rail yard on the site). 

D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

In general, the No Action Alternative would result in adverse effects on social conditions 
throughout the LITC. Without improvements to the transportation system, access to the region's 
community facilities, workplaces, homes, and areas of commerce would become more difficult 
and less convenient. As described earlier, population and labor force are projected to grow; ri
dership on the LIRR is also predicted to increase. The increasing demand for transportation ser
vice would result in growing conflicts as the system reaches or even exceeds its capacity (see 
Chapter 1, "Project Purpose and Need"). On Long Island, where use of the LIRR is strongest, 
the decrease in quality ofLIRR service would be felt most strongly. This change would incon
venience all study area residents and support the trend toward an area characterized by increased 
dependence on the automobile. A portion of the labor force living on Long Island may be more 
likely to seek jobs outside the region's commercial center-New York City. Furthermore, the 
railroad's influence on land use trends would weaken, resulting in a stronger trend toward 
sprawling development and auto-dependent land use patterns. This is likely to have an adverse 
impact on efforts to preserve community character in areas dependent on the LIRR. 

Within the Manhattan study area, the east-west movement of commuters between Penn Station 
and East Midtown would increase, intensifying the crowding and congestion on Midtown's side 
streets. This would adversely affect community character. There would be no improvement in 
access to employment centers or to the area's many important regional community facilities and 
services. 

The Long Island City/Sunnyside study area would not benefit from a new station in Sunnyside 
Yard. The Long Island City/Sunnyside study area would be relatively unaffected by deteriora
tion in LIRR service, since without the new station very few of its residents or workers would 
be riding the LIRR. 

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on social conditions in any of the replacement 
yard study areas. The No Action Alternative would require a new storage yard for electric 
rail cars on the Port jefferson Branch.· If a new rail storage yard is constructed at the Cerro 
Wire site on the Port Jefferson Branch, it would have limited effect on the character of the area. 
The Cerro Wire site and immediate area are in an industrial and commercial corridor centered 
along the LIRR right-of-way, and the new yard would be consistent in character with that cor
ridor. Since the residential neighborhoods just outside the study area were developed after the 
railroad and associated industrial uses were developed, they were designed from the start to 
exist in harmony with and avoid conflict with the industrial uses. 

The small expansion to Ronkonkoma Yard proposed in the No Action Alternative would have 
no effect on the social conditions of the surrounding area, as the southern side of the yard is iso
lated from any neighboring uses and quite distant from the nearest residences. 

* See page S-6 of the Executive Summary or pages 2-7 through 2-5 of Chapter 2, II Project 
Alternatives, 11 for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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The other rail storage yard sites analyzed in this FEIS would not be affected under the No 
Action Alternative and therefore no changes would occur to the character of the sur
rounding areas because of new rail yards. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) ALTERNATIVE 

The TSM Alternative would slightly improve transportation service to East Midtown Manhat
tan, and therefore would result in small decreases in congestion in Midtown. Overall, however, 
the TSM Alternative would have little effect in terms of strengthening the CBD or improving 
access to regional community facilities. Overall, the TSM Alternative would not improve neigh
borhood character in Midtown. 

By providing additional service to the LIRR Hunterspoint Avenue station, the TSM Alternative 
might somewhat strengthen the emerging CBD in Long Island City and improve access to the 
Long Island City/Sunnyside area. While it would not provide improved transportation access to 
the population in the Long Island City/Sunnyside study area or improve neighborhood character 
there (because it would not build new Sunnyside station), it would improve access from Long 
Island to the area just west of the Long Island City/Sunnyside study area. 

By offering some increase in capacity for commuter service on the LIRR, the TSM Alternative 
would cause less inconvenience to residents of Long Island than the No Action Alternative, but 
it would not abate the trend toward a neighborhood character more strongly characterized by de
pendence on the automobile. 

Effects at Long Island yard study areas would be the same as under the No Action Alterna
tive-a new yard would be required on the Port jefferson Branch, but the other yard sites 
would not be required for rail storage. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The discussion below focuses on the effects of the Preferred Alternative once operational. Po
tential short-term effects of construction on neighborhood character, community facilities, and 
residential population in the LITC and study areas are discussed in Chapter 1 7, "Construction 
and Construction Impacts." 

LONG ISLAND TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR 

Overall, by improving access to the region's CBD, the Preferred Alternative would support and 
enhance existing social conditions in the LITC. The LIRR is a key transportation element 
throughout the LITC. By greatly improving service to Manhattan from eastern Queens and Long 
Island, and by adding origin/destination options (GCT and Sunnyside station), the Preferred Al
ternative would benefit all corridor residents and would improve access to the region's com
munity facilities. Those residents of Long Island and eastern Queens, who would use the LIRR 
for their daily commute, would experience the greatest benefit. However, since the LIRR serves 
the region's community facilities, all residents would benefit. In addition, because the Preferred 
Alternative would succeed in diverting to the LIRR some commuters who would otherwise drive 
to work, it would support transit-centered development and help to shift the trends that currently 
favor suburban sprawl and automobile dependence. 
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MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

Within the Manhattan study area, the Preferred Alternative would greatly improve access for 
LIRR commuters to East Midtown. This would support the character and development patterns 
of the Midtown CBD, which shows a strong trend to increased attractiveness and commercial 
development between 42nd and 59th Streets, from Seventh to Third A venue-an area within 
walking distance ofGCT. By restructuring the Manhattan trip patterns ofLIRR commuters (i.e., 
removing the need for many commuters to travel east to their ultimate destinations), the Pre
ferred Alternative would also reduce east-west pedestrian, subway/bus, and vehicular travel 
in Midtown. Although LIRR commuter movements are only a small percentage of overall activi
ty in the area, this reduction would nonetheless be beneficial to neighborhood character in 
Midtown. 

As discussed in Chapter 6, "Visual and Aesthetic Considerations," the new street entrances/exits 
would be visible and consistent in character with the busy East Midtown area north of GCT. The 
new entrances/exits would add pedestrians to the immediately surrounding sidewalks, changing 
these very localized conditions. The effect of these additional pedestrians would dissipate quick
ly, since these commuters would be coming to the East Midtown area in any case, and therefore 
would not be new to the area as a whole but only to the particular entrance/exit that they chose 
to use. A proposed new entrance at 280 Park Avenue under both Options 1 and 2 of the Pre
ferred Alternative would affect a plaza area occupied by planters that serves as an open space 
resource, as well as a plaza space with planters at 270 Park A venue that generally does not. 
Overall, these effects would not be considered significant, as plaza space would remain availa
ble for use at both locations. 

In addition, by providing greatly improved access for LIRR passengers to East Midtown and 
destinations on the Upper East Side as well, the Preferred Alternative would increase the acces
sibility of several major regional community facilities (such as the Museum of Modern Art, the 
Frick Collection, the Metropolitan Museum of Art, the Pierpont Morgan Library, the New York 
Public Library, the East Side medical centers), the Theater District, East Midtown shopping 
areas, and a number of other tourist and entertainment attractions. 

LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE STUDY AREA 

Introduction of the new Sunnyside station under the Preferred Alternative would benefit the 
Long Island City/Sunnyside study area. The new station would add rail access to the study area, 
and thus support the anticipated new CBD in Long Island City, the industrial area of Long Island 
City/Sunnyside, and the public, cultural, and education institutions in the area (e.g., Court 
House, LaGuardia Community College, P.S. 1/MoMA). The new station would benefit some 
residents of the Long Island City/Sunnyside study area by providing them with improved access 
to the LIRR. 

On a more local level, the new station would be attractive in design and visible from neighbor
hoods on both sides of Sunnyside Yard. This, and the increased pedestrian activity across the 
Queens Boulevard bridge that the station would engender, would help to better link the two 
neighborhoods both visually and through practical use. 

LONG ISLAND 

The Preferred Alternative would greatly improve LIRR service to Long Island residents, both 
by adding capacity and by providing direct access to East Midtown. This increased mobility 

4-29 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

would benefit Long Island's population. Commuters and visitors would benefit from reduced 
travel times, more efficient connections, increased capacity, and reduced crowding. These im
provements would draw new customers to the LIRR from their cars, so that the Preferred Alter
native would reduce traffic on the area's regional highway system and reduce vehicle miles 
traveled (see Chapter 9, "Transportation"). This would have a beneficial effect on the area's 
generally auto-dependent character. As described in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public 
Policy," the project would also support the development of transit-oriented land use patterns on 
Long Island, further assisting in curtailing sprawl. Furthermore, more convenient commutes, re
duced travel time, and less traffic congestion on Long Island would improve the quality of life 
for many Long Island residents. 

The traffic and noise impacts identified in Chapters 9 and 11 ("Noise and Vibration") would not 
have significant impacts on neighborhood character. Although increases in noise constitute a 
noise impact under FT A guidelines, these adverse effects would occur in areas that are already 
subject to train noise. Thus, no new factor to alter neighborhood character would be introduced. 
Traffic impacts would all be mitigated with standard improvement measures. The impacts iden
tified were along major station access routes, and the changes would not be enough to alter the 
characters of an area already subject to moderate to high peak hour traffic. 

REPLACEMENT YARDS 

The Preferred Alternative would intensify the use of the freight yards analyzed in this chapter
Blissville or Maspeth, Fresh Pond, and Highbridge Yards. 

Blissville Yard 

The new freight activity in Blissville Yard associated with the Preferred Alternative would not 
result in changes to the character of the area surrounding the yard. The area is strongly industrial 
and would remain as such. There are no residences in the yard study area, and no residences out
side the study area that are not separated from the rail yard by a buffer of industrial uses. The 
Preferred Alternative would not have adverse impacts on the character of the Blissville study 
area. 

Maspeth Yard 

As noted earlier, NYAR is not considering Maspeth Yard as a replacement yard any 
longer, but the analysis of this site is provided for comparison purposes. The increase in rail 
freight activity at Maspeth Yard associated with the Preferred Alternative would not result in 
changes to the character of the surrounding area. The Maspeth Yard study area is predominantly 
industrial, and the new rail activity would be consistent with that character. The small residen
tial area in the eastern part of the study area would also not be adversely affected by the increase 
in rail activity, as it already coexists with rail activity. The changes to the yard similarly would 
not affect the church in that residential neighborhood, which faces away from the yard. Without 
adverse impacts on neighborhood character, the Preferred Alternative would not have adverse 
effects on the population in the yard study area, either. 

Fresh Pond Yard 

The new freight facility in the East Yard at Fresh Pond (see Chapter 3) would not adversely af
fect the character of the surrounding neighborhood. As described earlier, the surrounding resi
dential neighborhood is buffered from the yard by a wall of industrial buildings and, therefore, 
for most of the study area, the proposed changes would not be visible or perceptible. Even from 
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the park, those residential uses that are not buffered from the yard, the changes proposed with 
the Preferred Alternative would largely not be visible or perceptible. All proposed changes 
would occur within Fresh Pond Yard and therefore would not affect access to any community 
facilities. Further, as described in Chapters 10, II Air Quality,'' and 11, II Noise and Vibra
tion," the Preferred Alternative would not result in changes to air quality and noise in the 
area surrounding Fresh Pond Yard. Overall, therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not 
adversely affect the character of the Fresh Pond Yard study area, its community facilities (in
cluding Mafera Park) or the population living in that study area. 

Highbridge Yard 

The Preferred Alternative would also increase rail activity at Highbridge Yard. However, this 
change would not adversely affect nearby residential uses or parks, since the yard is buffered 
from surrounding neighborhoods by the Major Deegan Expressway and the Harlem River. The 
re-use ofHighbridge Yard for rail activity would not conflict with the proposed use of the aban
doned rail right-of-way to the east for a bicycle/pedestrian path. While views of the yard from 
some apartments in the study area and from Highbridge Park would change, the change would 
not be adverse. Further, as described later in Chapters 10 and 11, the Preferred Alternative 
would not result in significant changes to air quality or noise in the area around High
bridge Yard even under the full build-out scenario (with new tracks not related to East 
Side Access). Overall, therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not adversely affect the char
acter of the Highbridge Yard study area, the community facilities nearby (including High
bridge Park), or the population living in the study area. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

Cerro Wire Site 

Like the No Action Alternative's construction of an eight-track yard at Cerro Wire, the Preferred 
Alternative's potential construction of eight additional tracks at that site would not have an ad
verse effect on the character of the immediate or surrounding neighborhoods. As described 
above, the site and immediate area are in an industrial and commercial corridor centered along 
the LIRR right-of-way, and the new yard would be consistent in character with that corridor. 
The nearest residential neighborhoods are oriented away from the railroad and associated indus
trial uses. 

Babylon Site 

The construction of a train storage yard on the north side of Union Boulevard would completely 
change both the land use and the appearance of the site and immediate surroundings. The mix 
of vacant land, commercial, industrial, and residential buildings along Union Boulevard would 
be replaced by one large rail yard. This would change the character of the immediate area, par
ticularly for residents and businesses on the south side of Union Boulevard. Although the dis
parate mix of uses on the north side of Union Boulevard give the s1te an industrial feeling today, 
this change would result in significant adverse impacts on community character. As described 
below under "Mitigation Measures," a barrier wall would be provided around the yard to miti
gate this impact. 

A new yard at Babylon would require displacement of the businesses and residents currently on 
the site. Chapter 5, "Economic Conditions," includes a detailed discussion of the rights of prop
erty owners and tenants who would be displaced by the project. As noted there, the project 
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would be required to follow the FTA's acquisition and relocation regulations. The rights of 
owners and tenants of property affected by the project would be protected under the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended. Following these procedures, the project would be required to compensate owners for 
the fair market value of their property and provide relocation services and payments to those af
fected. These payments include moving expenses and replacement housing payments for af
fected residents. In addition, the Uniform Act requires that housing resources meet the need of 
displaced residents in terms of size, price, rental, location, and timely availability. Payments 
must be made to displaced residents at the time they are needed to obtain replacement housing. 

Yaphank East Site 

A new train storage yard adjacent to the Department of Public Works facility at the Yaphank 
East site would change the character of the yard site itself, by replacing municipal facilities and 
a wooded area with an active transportation use. The yard might also affect a portion of the tree 
farm adjacent to the Department of Public Works facility. Outside of the yard site, however, the 
effects of this change on the surrounding area would be quite limited. As described earlier, this 
yard is not accessible or visible from public places. The new yard would basically extend the ex
isting municipal complex farther east. This would bring municipal uses closer to a small number 
of nearby residences, but wooded areas would continue to separate those residences from the 
new yard. The new yard would also require acquisition of a portion of the tree farm. The owner 
of the tree farm would be compensated for the property as required by law (see Chapter 5 tor ad
ditional discussion on displacement and relocation benefits). The new yard would not be ex
pected to adversely affect the adjacent Southaven County Park; since the portion of the park 
close to the yard is wooded and little used, the yard would be placed as far from that park as pos
sible, and a vegetated buffer area would remain between the yard and the park. 

Yaphank West Site 

At Yaphank West, a new yard would change the appearance of the now agricultural site. The 
new yard would appear as an extension of the surrounding municipal uses, and so would not be 
out of character with the surrounding area. However, a yard at this site would be inconsistent 
with Suffolk County Farm and Education Center to the north. By replacing an agricultural use 
with an industrial use, the new yard would change the immediate context of that community fa
cility. However, this change would not be a significant adverse impact, because of the distance 
between the yard site and the main portion of the farm center, and because the yard would only 
be active at night. 

Ronkonkoma Site 

Expanding Ronkonkoma Yard to the south would have no effect on social conditions or com
munity character. The proposed yard site is completely buffered from surrounding uses by a 
wooded area, and the closest neighbors are parking fields and an airport. The new yard would 
be similar in character to the airport equipment and LIRR facilities that would be displaced. 

Pilgrim Hospital Site 

A new yard at Pilgrim Hospital would be consistent with the traditionally industrial character of 
the area south of Campus Road. While it might make the immediate area somewhat noisier and 
more active than the currently inactive site, a new yard would not represent a significant change 
in character. The area's character has historically been based on the utilities and sewage treat
ment facilities that served Pilgrim Hospital and the yard would mark a return to that active, 
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industrial-type character. The new yard would be separate from and therefore would not conflict 
with the new uses to be created at the campus by its large-scale redevelopment or with those hos
pital uses that are to remain at Pilgrim Hospital north of Campus Road. 

Riverhead Site 

The construction of a train storage and maintenance yard at Riverhead would significantly alter 
the character of the residential community that borders the yard to the north. The yard would re
quire conversion of an open field that serves as a visual resource to the surrounding area to an 
active industrial use. This change would be significant. The new yard would bring activities and 
train movements to an area that is currently very quiet. The yard would be active and lit at night, 
which would be inconsistent with the character of the surrounding residential community. Over
all, a new rail yard at Riverhead would result in significant advers1~ impacts to community char
acter. As described below under "Mitigation Measures," a wall would be provided around the 
yard to provide a buffer. Further, as described in Chapter 3, a new rail yard at this site 
would be in direct conflict with development proposals for the property. 

The site would not adversely affect nearby Indian Island County Park, as most of that park is 
across Route 105 (Cross-River Drive) from the proposed rail yard. 

E. MITIGATION MEASURES 

No significant adverse impacts on social conditions-including neighborhood character, com
munity facilities, and relevant population and labor force characteristics-were identified, and 
therefore, no mitigation would be required. 

As described above, the project would require acquisition of private property for the nighttime 
storage yards required on Long Island. The rights of owners and tenants of real property acquired 
to implement the proposed project, including permanent easements, are protected under the 
Uniform Act. FTA would be required to abide by the Uniform Act to ensure that displaced resi
dents and businesses are treated fairly. 

To mitigate the significant impacts of several of the proposed Long Island storage yards on 
neighborhood character, MTA LIRR would construct barrier walls around certain yard sites, 
should those sites be selected. Specifically, the walls would be created at the following yards: 

• Babylon. A new wall would line the southern side of the yard, to buffer the site from neigh
boring uses on the south side of Union Boulevard. With this wall in place, the site would ap
pear more unified than it does today, but it would still retain its industrial character. With the 
buffering wall, the new yard would not result in a significant adverse impact on community 
character. 

• Yaphank East. A vegetated buffer area would be retained along the eastern and southern por
tion of this yard would buffer the rail uses from the nearby Southaven County Park and from 
residential uses. With the buffer, no significant adverse impact on community character 
would occur. 

• Riverhead. New buffer walls and possible vegetation would surround the yard and the north 
side of the adjacent LIRR right-of-way. However, while they would separate the yard from 
the nearby residential neighborhood, the new walls would also block views across the cur
rently open site. Overall, the new walls would only partially mitigate the new yard's signifi
cant adverse impact on community character. •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter examines the potential effects of the project alternatives on economic conditions 
in the Long Island Transportation Corridor (LITC), which consists of Nassau and Suffolk Coun
ties, Brooklyn, Queens, and Manhattan. It considers the key economic factors that are typically 
served and supported by the region's transportation system, focusing on employment and related 
real estate trends that illustrate the health of the economy. 

This analysis considers the same study areas as the analysis ofland use, zoning, and public poli
cy (in Chapter 3), and of social conditions (in Chapter 4), since economic conditions are closely 
related to land use and social conditions. As in Chapters 3 and 4, the discussions of existing con
ditions, changes expected to occur in the future, and probable impacts of the alternatives begins 
with the Long Island Transportation Corridor, followed by the Manhattan study area, the Long 
Island City/Sunnyside study area, Long Island (for this EIS, defined to be Nassau and Suffolk 
Counties), and study areas surrounding new and existing affected yards. The chapter considers 
the alternatives' effects once operational. Effects on economic conditions during construction 
are evaluated separately in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts." 

B. REGIONAL OVERVIEW 

POST-WAR TRENDS 

In the course of the 20th century, the economy of the Long Island Transportation Corridor has 
been transformed from one largely based on manufacturing and agriculture to one fueled by a 
wide range of services, as well as finance, insurance, and real estate (referred to as FIRE), and 
the clear distinction that once existed between the economies of New York City and Long Island 
has gradually disappeared. Prior to World War II, manufacturing was a major employer in 
Manhattan and New York City as a whole, providing approximately 1 million jobs in 1950.* The 
city's port and railroads made it one of the world's greatest centers of commerce. In contrast, on 
Long Island the key industries were farming, fishing, and shipbuilding until World War II. As 
the region moved out of the post-war era, employment in New York City stabilized, while Long 
Island began to experience significant growth. Though generally retaining the same level of 
employment through an increase in office type employment in the FIRE and service sectors, 
Manhattan lost a significant portion of its manufacturing jobs to suburban communities. In tum, 
the once primarily farm land of Long Island began to develop into car based suburbs with an in
creasing share of manufacturing employment. Beginning in the 1980's as national economic 
trends saw the continued decline of manufacturing and the rise of service sector employment, 
manufacturing also began to be replaced with service sector jobs on Long Island. 

* Source: Moss, Mitchell L., "Technological Trends Affecting the Manufacturing Sector of New York 
City," Economic Policy Review, February 1997. 
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NEW YORK CITY 

Total private sector employment in New York City remained very close to 3 million between 
1956 and 1995. Since World War II, however, the composition of these jobs has changed, as 
manufacturing sector employment has steadily declined. The trends in Manhattan followed the 
same pattern, with overall private sector employment remaining close to 2 million between 1960 
and 1990. As in the city as a whole, employment in manufacturing during that period declined 
notably, from about 525,000 manufacturing jobs in 1960 to 186,600 in 1990. One of the princi
pal events contributing to the post-war decline in manufacturing in the city was the development 
of the interstate highway system, which freed manufacturers from their dependence on city rail 
systems and piers. The shift in manufacturing operations out of New York City was also en
couraged by the post-war migration of residents from the city to the suburbs, with employers fol
lowing in pursuit of the labor pool. With the total number of jobs remaining steady but the num
ber of jobs in the manufacturing sector falling, the composition of employment in New York 
City has changed significantly since World War II. The lost manufacturing jobs have been re
placed by the growing service and FIRE sectors. 

Corresponding to the changes in types of employment in Manhattan are shifts in the location of 
jobs. Today, the white collar workforce of FIRE and service industries is concentrated in Mid
town Manhattan and the Financial District, with the remaining manufacturing pushed to the 
edges of the Central Business District (CBD) in neighborhoods like the Lower East Side, 
Tribeca, and the Garment Center. The change in the location and type of jobs has spurred de
velopment of office towers and the conversion of loft space to offices. At the same time, the 
shift in workplace location and type from manufacturing to office employment has changed the 
demands for the region's commuter rail system. Manufacturing and warehouse-related jobs were 
typically distant from the centralized commuter rail system, in areas that were not densely de
veloped. In contrast, the density and centralization of white collar workers in Manhattan results 
in intensive use of the regional rail system. 

NASSAU AND SUFFOLK COUNTIES 

Beginning in the 1950's, as increased automobile ownership facilitated suburban residential de
velopment, the economic character of Long Island shifted dramatically from agricultural to 
manufacturing. New types of industrial activity appeared, most significantly the manufacture of 
aircraft and related products (including substantial activity related to the defense industry), 
while farming, long the mainstay of the Long Island economy, virtually disappeared in Nassau 
County. The suburbs provided sufficient land to adapt assembly line production techniques to 
manufacturing, as well as an escape from high taxes, inadequate rail infrastructure, union work 
rules, extensive regulation, increasingly unskilled labor, and crime that seemed to characterize 
the city.* 

Suburban residential development, particularly in Nassau County, was closely followed by de
velopment of substantial retail shopping centers and highway commercial strips, transferring a 
portion of the city's retail sales to Long Island. Through the 1980's, retail and wholesale em
ployment in Long Island increased, as Manhattan's employment in these industries decreased. 
Retail and wholesale trades are currently the second largest employers in Long Island. 

* Source: Moss, Mitchell L., "Technological Trends Affecting the Manufacturing Sector of New York 
City," Economic Policy Review, February 1997. 
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As a result of this suburban development and expansion of the defense industry, employment on 
Long Island nearly doubled between 1975 and 1990, from 673,500 to 1,100,800. However, the 
economic downturn of the early 1990's, particularly the downsizing in the defense industry, took 
a toll on Long Island's economy. Private sector employment began to decrease in the early 
1990's, and did not regain its previous high level until 1997, when the effects of growth in the 
service sector during the 1990's overcame the losses in defense and manufacturing employment. 
Today, unemployment in both Nassau and Suffolk Counties is low, at 3.3 and 4.2 percent (July 
1999), respectively (compared to 8 percent in New York City and 4.5 percent nationwide). 
Growth in the service industries has generated an office boom on Long Island with low vacancy 
rates and construction of office space throughout the late 1990's. Conversions and expansions 
of facilities by major companies headquartered on Long Island il:tustrate this trend. 

Tourism also plays an important role in the Long Island economy, with an estimated annual im
pact of$7 billion. And although industrial development after World War II drastically changed 
the economic base of Suffolk County, agriculture remains a prominent industry, so that today 
Suffolk County is New York States's leading agricultural producer, based on the value of its 
farm products. 

NEW YORK'S ROLE AS AN INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS CENTER 

As the heart of a geographically large and economically powerful region, Manhattan is the cen
ter for finance and investment, the arts and higher education, medical research and health care, 
fashion design and wholesaling, media and communications, and tourism. Today, Manhattan is 
home to nearly 50 headquarters of Fortune 500 corporations, including world-renowned FIRE 
firms, such as Citicorp, Metropolitan Life Insurance, and Morgan Stanley Dean Witter; com
munications giants, such as AT&T, Bell Atlantic, and Time Warner; entertainment companies, 
such as Viacom and CBS; consumer products companies, such as Bristol-Myers Squibb, 
Colgate-Palmolive, and Estee Lauder; publishers, such as McGraw-Hill and The New York 
Times; and retailers, such as Woolworth (which operates Foot Locker and other retail stores) 
and Barnes & Noble. In 1997, these and other Fortune 500 corporations in New York City 
generated revenues of approximately $685 billion. This agglomeration of corporate headquar
ters, and consequently key decision makers, is an important asset in New York's struggle to 
maintain a leadership role in the global economy. In addition, the concentration of corporate 
headquarters generates increasing demand for a wide range of servxce industries, as indicated by 
the rapid expansion of business services in Manhattan. 

The surge in the stock market after the recession of the early 1990's strengthened the city's role 
as a global business center and as a preferred location for FIRE industries. Even with the on
slaught of Internet trading, financial markets continue to expand in the city, including the recent 
construction of the Mercantile Exchange in Battery Park City, as well as the planned expansions 
of the Nasdaq and the New York Stock Exchange. Other major FIRE employers, including 
American Express and Merrill Lynch, have made large commitments to remain in the city. 
Service industries that support FIRE industries have expanded nearby, intensifying employment 
in the Midtown and downtown areas. For example, as shown in Figure 5-l, FIRE industries con
tinue to be the major employers in the financial district, as well as slightly north in Tribeca, in 
the East Midtown area between 40th and 49th Streets, and in the West Midtown area between 
48th and 59th Streets. Legal and business services that support FIRE industries, such as com
puter facilities and data processing, are major employers in locations adjacent to these areas. In 
addition, the vitality of the city's economy has spurred considerable office construction and 
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renovation activity, particularly in the revitalized Times Square area, the Flatiron District, and 
the emerging Silicon Alley, as many firms find the city's Central Business District (generally 
the area south of 60th Street in Manhattan) more attractive. 

For some firms, the benefits of close proximity to other, related firms outweighs potential cost 
savings of relocating from the CBD to the suburbs. Firms like Prodigy Computer Service, which 
has moved its corporate headquarters from White Plains to New York City, place a premium on 
face-to-face contact and the rapid exchange of new and innovative ideas. In addition, the need 
for highly educated and skilled labor has become increasingly important to high tech firms. Con
sequently, a number of firms have relocated their offices to New York City. 

On the other hand, the advent of new technology and new methods of communication, such as 
e-mail and teleconferencing, has made some kinds of office activities less dependent on face-to
face contact (although telecommuters remain a very small percentage of the area's workforce). 
As this occurs, the relative attractiveness of a CBD location decreases somewhat. In addition, 
executives and business owners who usually make the decisions about office locations some
times prefer to bring their offices or industrial plants nearer their homes. Nonetheless, the im
portance of Manhattan as one of the premier centers of global commerce is not likely to di
minish, particularly if contributing factors, including transportation infrastructure, continue to 
offer the quality of service, mobility, and accessibility that these industries demand. 

RELATIONSHIP OF TRANSPORTATION AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Economic conditions are closely related to transportation service. Transportation serves the re
gion's workers in their daily journeys to work. As the New York metropolitan area has grown 
over the last century, its journey-to-work patterns have changed, so that commuting patterns to
day are different from those that existed when the public transportation and regional rail systems 
were established. In Manhattan, the change from a primarily blue collar, manufacturing work
force to a primarily white collar service industry workforce has led to a change in commuters' 
transportation patterns. The current workforce uses public transportation, particularly commuter 
rail, more heavily in its commute to centralized, densely developed, business centers. These con
ditions both support and depend on a functional rail-based transit system. Economic growth is 
projected for the New York metropolitan region and functional transit service is needed to 
realize this growth and retain economic activity in the region. 

New York City's status as one of the world's principal business centers is in large part sup
ported and made possible by its mass transportation network. Current transportation and eco
nomic literature clearly indicates that the quality of transportation infrastructure is one of the 
most pertinent criteria for companies when seeking a location. Regional mobility is a critical 
factor in companies' decisions about where to locate, primarily because of the accessibility and 
convenience it gives employees in their daily journeys to work. Accessibility plays an important 
role in defining the labor pool from which a company may draw and thus affects the company's 
ability of the company to hire workers. Moreover, individuals in upper management responsible 
for decisions about a company's location are more likely to select locations with commutes con
venient to them. Thus, the region's transportation system is a critical factor in its business reten
tion and growth, and consequently in its overall economic health. Although some municipalities 
in neighboring counties and states entice corporations to leave New York with financial incen
tives, mass transportation and the ability to move large numbers of workers to and from their 
jobs efficiently, comfortably, and economically remains one of the city's key advantages. The 
Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) plays an essential role in the city's ability to retain and attract 
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businesses by linking the skilled and highly educated labor force living on Long Island with jobs 
in Manhattan. 

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

LONG ISLAND TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR 

The Long Island Transportation Corridor constitutes a large part of the New York metropolitan 
area, including Manhattan, Queens, Brooklyn, and Long Island (Nassau and Suffolk Counties). 
It contains the region's CBD, generally defined as Manhattan south of 60th Street, including 
Midtown Manhattan and Wall Street; Queens, the city's most populous borough, which contains 
commercial downtown centers and major industrial areas; and Nassau and Suffolk Counties, 
which originally developed as major suburbs of Manhattan. 

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 

Employment in the LITC has remained stable, at slightly less than 4 million employees, over the 
past decade. A temporary decline in employment in the mid-1990's coincided with and can be 
largely attributed to the national and regional economic recession. The LITC has followed na
tional trends by experiencing an increase in the share of service and FIRE sector employment in 
the economy. 

Most ofthe employment in the LITC is concentrated in Manhattan, the region's economic cen
ter. As shown in Table 5-l, employment in Manhattan (1.9 million jobs) constituted nearly half 
of the LITC's total employment of 4.1 million jobs in 1995. Brooklyn had the second-highest 
share, with 674,000 jobs, or 16 percent of the LITC's total employment. Queens, Nassau, and 
Suffolk Counties each had roughly 12 to 13 percent of the total employment. 

Nassau 
Suffolk 

Nassau & Suffolk 
Manhattan 
Queens 
Brooklyn 

Total LITC 

Table 5-1 

LITC Employment: 1995 

Percent of Total 
Employment LITC Employment 

550 772 13.23% 
513 562 12.34 

1,064,334 25.57% 
1,873,319 45.00 

550,727 13.23 
674 363 16.20 

4,162,743 100.00% 
Source: Urbanomics (9/20/95), as reported in LIRR East Side 

Access Ridership Forecasting Results Report (7/13/99). 

As shown in Table 5-2, of all types of private-sector jobs in the LITC, service jobs are the most 
common (at 38.7 percent). While total private sector employment has remained relatively un
changed-at approximately 3.7 million jobs-over the past 8 years, service industries, already 
the major employer in the region, grew by approximately 145,000 jobs or about 11 percent 
during the decade. While employment in all the major service industries increased during the 
decade, the largest increase occurred in health services, adding nearly 67,000 jobs, or about a 23 
percent increase. Today health services employ slightly less than 10 percent of all private sector 
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Table 5-2 
Recent Selected Private Sector Employment Trends: LITC 

1990 1995 1998 

Percent Percent Percent 
Type of Employment Employment of Total Employment of Total Employment ofTotal 

ManufacturinQ 464,248 12.34% 367,804 10.39% 355,941 9.47% 
Transportation and Utilities 256,329 6.81 232,486 6.57 242,447 6.45 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 781,324 20.77 759,432 21.45 794,187 21.13 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 576,490 15.33 531,584 15.02 540,697 14.39 
Services 1,309,012 34.80 1,338,853 37.82 1,454,204 38.70 

Business 302,602 8.05 276,626 7.81 336,266 8.95 
Health 296,789 7.89 347,158 9.81 364,739 9.71 
Educational 99,574 2.65 100,249 2.83 115,419 3.07 
Engineering and Management 128 419 3.41 118 015 3.33 127 884 3.40 

Total Private Sector 3,761,275 100.00% 3,540,347 100.00% 3,757,696 100.00% 
Note: Total includes employment types not shown here. 
Source: New York State Department of Labor, Division of Research and Statistics, annual average 

employees covered by unemployment insurance. 

employees in the region. In the FIRE sector, employment is currently about 6 percent lower than 
it was in 1990, although all of the decline occurred between 1990 and 1995. Since 1995, the 
FIRE sector has experienced an increase of approximately 9,000 jobs or about 2 percent in 3 
years, and the industry now accounts for slightly less than 15 percent of total private sector em
ployment. As described above, employment in manufacturing throughout the LITC continues to 
decline. In this decade, more than 108,000 manufacturing jobs were lost, representing about a 
23 percent decline. Manufacturing now provides less than one-tenth of total private sector em
ployment in the region. 

REAL ESTATE TRENDS 

To support all its jobs, the LITC includes a significant supply of real estate. This supply is part 
of the attraction of the LITC, and particularly Manhattan, as a place to locate a business. Trends 
in the real estate market related to labor markets are a key indicator of the health of the region's 
economy-i.e., low vacancy rates demonstrate a robust economy, while high vacancy rates in
dicate shrinking jobs. Real estate trends also illustrate the type of jobs and their locations in the 
LITC. 

Positive trends in the LITC real estate market since the mid 1990's are a reflection of a region 
experiencing a robust economy since the mid 1990's. Office and industiial market vacancy rates 
are low in all areas of the LITC and have tiiggered new construction, particularly in the Manhat
tan and Long Island markets. There is a strong preponderance of office space in the Manhattan 
CBD. In areas outside Manhattan's CBD in Queens, Brooklyn, and Nassau and Suffolk 
Counties, manufacturing space constitutes a larger portion of total real estate. Due to the in
crease in the importance of the FIRE and service sectors in the region, smaller nodes of office 
development or secondary business distiicts have developed outside of Manhattan since the mid 
1980's. These include downtown Brooklyn, Long Island City in Queens, Mineola, and Hemp
stead in Nassau County, and the Huntington Route 110 Corridor in Suffolk County. 
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MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

Manhattan south of 60th Street is one of the largest and the most dmsely developed employment 
centers in the world and the regional CBD of the LITC.It is home to the majority of jobs in the 
LITC. 

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 

The recession of the late 1980's and early 1990's that affected the region and the nation as a 
whole had a very tangible effect on private sector employment in Manhattan. As shown in Table 
5-3, private sector employers in Manhattan eliminated approximately 172,000 jobs between 
1990 and 1995, with total private sector employment falling from about 1.9 million to 1.7 mil
lion, a loss of more than 9 percent in 5 years. Employment in wholesale and retail trade and 
FIRE sectors experienced slightly higher losses of 10.6 and 10.9 percent, respectively. In the 
FIRE industries the loss amounted to nearly 50,000 jobs. Service industries fared slightly better 
during this period, with a loss of approximately 32,000 jobs or about 4 percent decline. At the 
same time, however, employment in health services in Manhattan soared, with the addition of 
nearly 17,000 jobs and a significant 16.7 percent increase. Manufacturing employment con
tinued its decline in Manhattan, losing nearly 34,000 jobs between 1990 and 1995, resulting in 
a substantial 18 percent drop in the 5-year period. 

Table 5-3 

Recent Selected Private Sector Employment Trends: Manhattan 
1990 1995 1998 

Percent Percent Percent 
Type of Employment Employment of Total Employment of Total Employment of Total 

Manufacturing 186,575 10.04% 152,870 9.07% 145,360 6.42% 

Transportation and Utilities 109,078 5.87 94,111 ~5.58 93,973 4.15 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 335,254 18.05 299,800 1'7.79 320,657 14.17 

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 449,837 24.21 400,656 2:3.77 411 '124 18.17 

Services 736,010 39.62 703,959 41.76 774,765 34.23 
Business 206,944 11.14 178,269 10.58 226,376 10.00 

Health 100,482 5.41 117,089 13.95 125,314 5.54 
Educational 57,524 3.10 57,202 :3.39 67,401 2.98 

Enaineerina and Manaaement 92 096 4.96 80 047 4.75 86 158 3.81 

Total Private Sector 1,857,702 100.00% 1,685,655 100.00% 2,263,161 100.00% 

Note: Total includes employment types not shown here 
Source: New York State Department of Labor, Division of Research and Statistics, annual average 

employees covered by unemployment insurance. 

Beginning in the mid-1990's, economic conditions improved for most industries, and overall, the 
increase in private sector employment in the 3 years between 1995 and 1998 nearly eliminated 
the losses of the recession. Approximately 131,500 jobs were added by private sector employers 
in Manhattan, or about an 8 percent gain. Wholesale and retail trade recaptured about 21 ,000 of 
the 35,000 jobs it lost earlier in the decade. FIRE industries were less successful, recapturing 
only about 10,500 of the nearly 50,000 jobs lost earlier in the decade. Service industries, how
ever, experienced huge gains in employment, adding nearly 71 ,OOOjobs between 1995 and 1998. 
Among these were an additional 8,200 health service jobs. Despite the increases in jobs overall, 
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however, manufacturing jobs continued to decline, losing about 7,500 jobs between 1995 and 
1998, or another 5 percent drop. 

As shown in Table 5-4, business activity is concentrated in three areas~~Lower Manhattan, East 
Midtown, and Midtown. In fact, the two areas with the highest employment, Lower Manhattan 
and East Midtown, alone contained about 778,000 employees and accounted for about 47 per
cent of the total employment in the study area in 1995. When the Midtown subarea is added, 
these three areas contained about 988,000 employees and accounted for about 59 percent of the 
1995 total study area employment. Employment is considerably less concentrated in other por
tions of the Manhattan study area. The different subareas that make up the Manhattan study area 
are discussed below and shown in Figure 5-1. 

Lower Manhattan 

Table 5-4 

Manhattan Study Area Employment: 1995 

Percent of 
Study Area 

Area Employment Employment 

Lower Manhattan 397,774 23.93% 

Villaqe/Lower East Side 159 399 9.59 
Chelsea 25 592 1.54 

Lower Fifth 84 849 5.10 

Midtown South 137 442 8.27 

Garment Center 86,333 5.19 

Clinton 38 271 2.30 
Midtown 209 453 12 .. 60 

East Midtown 380 350 22.88 

Lincoln Sauare 31 884 1.92 
Upper East Side 110 936 6.67 

Manhattan Study Area 1,662,283 100.00% 

Other Manhattan 211 036 -

Total Manhattan 1,873,319 -
Source: Urbanomics (9/20/95), as reported in LIRR East Side 

Access Ridership Forecasting Results Report (7113/99). 

With nearly 400,000 employees representing nearly 24 percent of study area employment, 
Lower Manhattan is the subarea with the highest employment. FIRE sector employment, par
ticularly securities and related business services, dominates in the Lower Manhattan area (see 
Figure 5-l ). FIRE sectors have substantially recovered from the loss of jobs in early 1990's, and 
combined with the influx oflnternet and high technology jobs, demand for office space, both 
new and renovated, is high. 

Village 

The Village area, which includes the Lower East Side, is a center for retail employment. Service 
industries and design-related firms have begun to replace a dwindling number of manufacturing 
operations, particularly garment manufacturing, which are located in loft buildings in the Lower 
East Side portion of the subarea. 
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Chelsea 

Chelsea has the lowest level of employment in the study area. With little over 25,000 employees 
this subarea accounts for less than 2 percent of the study area employees. 

Lower Fifth Avenue 

Service industries, particularly business services, are the principal employer in the Lower Fifth 
subarea. The Lower Fifth subarea is also a retail center with retail concentrations along the Ave
nue of the Americas and Seventh A venue. 

Midtown South 

Midtown South has strong service sector employment, as a result of demand for smaller blocks 
of office space close to Midtown. 

Garment Center 

The Garment Center area, which includes the south side of 42nd Street, has grown as a major 
business, tourism, and retail center. Ongoing redevelopment of 42nd Street and the Times 
Square area with major new office buildings and conversion of manufacturing and wholesaling 
space in the traditional Garment Center south of 42nd Street, has combined with convenience 
to key transportation facilities, including the Port Authority Bus Terminal, Grand Central Termi
nal, Penn Station, and the Hudson River ferries, to increase the attraction of this area in recent 
years. 

Clinton 

The Clinton subarea is primarily a residential district. No major office or industrial development 
is located in this subarea. 

Midtown 

Midtown is the third largest subarea employer as well as a major employment center in the 
Manhattan CBD. Revitalizing the area throughout the 1990's, the 42nd Street Development 
Project has provided opportunities for the recent healthy office, entertainment, retail, and hotel 
development. With a high market demand for office space, Midtown is an area that has ex
perienced sizable growth, and was home to some 13 percent ofManhattan employment in 1995. 

East Midtown 

With some 23 percent of the jobs in the Manhattan study area, East Midtown has the second 
highest concentration of jobs of the subareas. East Midtown is home to many corporate head
quarters, particularly in the banking and finance industry. 

Lincoln Square 

The Lincoln Square subarea is a predominantly a residential district with a few large communi
cations, institutional, and cultural employers. Both the Capital Cities/ ABC and CBS studios and 
related offices are major employers, as are Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts and nearby 
institutions of higher education, such as Fordham University and John Jay College. Overall, this 
subarea has the lowest number of employees within the Manhattan study area, about 32,000 in 
1995. 

5-9 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

Upper East Side 

The Upper East Side is one of the principal residential concentrations in the Manhattan study 
area. Hospitals and local retail and commercial establishments are the subarea's major em
ployers. 

REAL ESTATE TRENDS 

As shown in Table 5-5, there are nearly 400 million square feet of office building space in Man
hattan today, making it the world's largest commercial real estate market. This magnitude of 
space not only supports Manhattan's employment, it is also a key factor in the attractiveness of 
the LITC, and particularly Manhattan, as a place to locate a business. By mid-year 1999, the 
overall vacancy rate in the Manhattan study area was a very low 8.0 percent of total inventory, 
according to Cushman & Wakefield's 1999 Mid-Year Report. The average annual rental rates 
for Class A space in the table illustrate the relative strength of the market and attractiveness of 
each area for office development. As shown in the table, Midtown Manhattan (which in the 
table includes the East Midtown and Midtown subareas) is the area most attractive to prospec
tive tenants, and can therefore support higher rental rates. 

Table 5-5 

1999 Manhattan Office Market Statistics 
Average Class A 

Overall Rental Rate 
Number of Square Feet Mid-Year (annual rate per 

Market Buildings Inventory Vacancy Rate square foot) 

Midtown 782 222,468,391 7.5% $48.11 
Midtown South 385 60,747,594 7.1 $34.48 

Lower Manhattan 229 107,691,746 9.6 $39.02 
Total 1,396 390,907,731 8.0% NA 

Note: As defined here, Midtown is the area generally south of 70th Street to 30th 
Street on the West Side and 32nd Street on the East Side, Midtown South is 
the area generally south of Midtown to Canal Street, and Lower Manhattan is 
generally the area south of Canal Street. 

Source: Cushman & Wakefield Research Services, Market Report, New York New 
York, Mid-Year 1999. 

Since the 1960's there has been a significant expansion in the amount of office space located in 
Lower Manhattan and Midtown, triggered by the development of the World Trade Center in 
Lower Manhattan and the A venue of the Americas corridor in Midtown. Subsequent large-scale 
office development included replacement of older office buildings in Lower Manhattan with 
modem office complexes like Chase Manhattan Plaza and other skyscrapers. A new generation 
of office buildings also came to the emerging Midtown South area with the construction of the 
Penn Plaza complex on the site of the former Penn Station. In Midtmvn, Park and Third Ave
nues experienced substantial growth in the late 1960's and early 1970's, led by Citicorp Center, 
the D + D Building, and numerous publishing houses in the same vicinity. The economic re
covery of the 1980's generated new large-scale office developments, such as the World Financial 
Center in Battery Park City and Worldwide Plaza in West Midtown. Continuing development 
of the Midtown area includes recent additions to the office inventory along 42nd Street as part 
of the revitalization of Times Square, as well as the current construction of 3 83 Madison Ave
nue near Grand Central Terminal. 
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The real estate market continues to be very dynamic throughout the Manhattan study area, with 
a combination of new firms entering the market and other firms relocating or renegotiating 
leases. In Lower Manhattan, with approximately 107 million square feet of office space, the 
FIRE sector dominates, as evidenced by a recent report that estimated that nearly half of the 10 
million square feet of office space leased in Lower Manhattan in 1998 was leased by FIRE 
industry firms. In addition, the new "Silicon Alley" area on Broadway in Lower Manhattan has 
combined buildings prewired for high-speed Internet access and corporate tax incentives to 
attract many new high technology firms. The government sector, also a significant employer in 
Lower Manhattan, absorbed about 2.6 million square feet of space or about one-fourth of all 
leasing activity in Lower Manhattan in 1998. These trends have had a dramatic effect on Lower 
Manhattan vacancy rates: while vacancy rates had been more than 20 percent for most of the 
decade, they have recently declined to 9.6 percent of total inventory in the subarea.· 

In the Midtown South area, where the office space inventory totaled over 60 million square feet, 
more than 5 million square feet of space was leased in 1998. Of these new leases approximately 
2 million square feet was absorbed by advertising, publishing, and other communication com
panies. By mid-year 1999, the real estate market was extremely tight, with the vacancy rate 
down to 7.1 percent of the total inventory in the subarea. In the Midtown, East Midtown, and 
Garment Center subareas nearly 21 million square feet of space was leased in 1998, with about 
5.6 million or 27 percent absorbed by FIRE industries. Other big players in the Midtown real es
tate market in 1998 were publishing, legal, and garment center fimts. By mid-1999, the vacancy 
rate had dropped to 7.5 percent of the total inventory. 

LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE STUDY AREA 

As described in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," the Long Island City/Sunny
side study area extends about \12 mile from the site of the proposed Sunnyside station, and in
cludes Yard A/Arch Street Yard, Sunnyside Yard, and parts of the Long Island City and Sunny
side neighborhoods. The study area is home to a diverse employment base, including manufac
turing, office, and entertainment companies. Real estate market conditions in Queens as a whole 
are generally very active, with new tenants reducing the available supply of industrial space and 
increasing rents. 

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 

As shown in Table 5-6, manufacturing employment in the Long Island City/Sunnyside study 
area declined between 1990 and 1998, following the overall trend in the LITC. In this 8-year 
period, manufacturing jobs in the study area decreased by 13.5 percent, to about 17,200. How
ever, despite the losses, manufacturing continues to provide approximately one-third of all pri
vate sector jobs in the study area; the combination of manufacturing and wholesale and retail 
trade provides more than 56 percent of the Long Island City/Sunnyside study area's total private 
sector employment. Service industries in the study area added nearly 1,600 jobs between 1990 
and 1998, and currently provide about 17 percent of total private sector employment. Business 
services, such as computer facilities and data processing, are particularly important job genera
tors in the study area, providing nearly 40 percent of all service industry jobs. Along with the in
crease in business service employment, the study area has developed a business and professional 
core in the vicinity of Court House Square, including the Citibank building. FIRE, business, and 

* Source: Cushman & Wakefield Research Services, Market Report, New York, New York Mid-Year 
1999. 
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Table 5-6 

Recent Selected Private Sector Employment Trends: 
Long Island City/Sunnyside 

1990 1995 1998 

Percent Percent Percent 
Type of Employment Employment of Total Employment of Total Employment of Total 

Manufacturinq 19,899 39.45% 16,436 37.48% 17,208 34.36% 
Transportation and Utilities 2,308 4.58 2,480 5.66 3,017 6.02 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 11,943 23.68 10,651 24.29 10,970 21.90 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 615 1.22 659 1.50 594 1.19 
Services 6,769 13.42 6,659 15.19 8,355 16.68 

Business 1 647 3.27 2,366 5.40 3,266 6.52 

Health 1 '148 2.28 1,425 3.25 1,559 3.11 
Educational NA 0.00 75 0.17 120 0.24 
Enaineerinq and Manaqement 313 0.62 577 1.32 738 1.47 

Total Private Sector 50,442 100.00% 43,848 100.00% 50,087 100.00% 

Notes: 
N/A = Numbers too small to be reportable. 
Total includes employment types not shown here. 
The numbers presented in this table are for an area that is larger than the Long Island City/Sunnyside study 

area. The area covered here includes all of zip code 11101, which extends from the East River to 39th Street 
between Broadway and Newtown Creek. 

Source: New York State Department of Labor, Division of Research and Statistics, annual average employees 
covered by unemployment insurance. 

management services combine to employ nearly 10 percent of all private sector employment in 
the study area. 

REAL ESTATE TRENDS 

Queens County overall had a relatively low vacancy rate for industrial space at the end of the 
second quarter of 1999, at 8.7 percent. Real Estate Weekly reported that demand for industrial 
space within Long Island City was higher than in other parts of the borough, so the vacancy rate 
in Long Island City is likely to be lower than the borough wide rate. The study area has been 
successful in retaining many traditional industrial and manufacturing employers, such as Eagle 
Electric Manufacturing and Graybar Electric Inc. The area is also home to newer warehousing 
and manufacturing uses, including those that have relocated from the Manhattan market in re
cent years. For example, Rex Envelope recently moved from Chelsea in Manhattan to a more in
dustrial location in the southern portion of study area, because rents were more attractive and 
transportation more convenient for its employees. 

The Long Island City economy has undergone notable diversification during the past several 
decades, particularly as entertainment and design-related industries have moved to the study 
area. The trend toward increasing office space in Long Island City is typified by the Citicorp 
building and several industrial buildings recently converted to office space in the vicinity of 
Court House Square. The prime example of entertainment industry development in the study 
area is the Silvercup Studios, which converted a famous local bakery to studio space in 1983, 
and has plans to expand in the southern portion of the study area by converting a manufacturing 
building to studio use. In addition, P.S. 1, a former school, was converted to a contemporary art 
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museum and several small galleries and art fabrication workshops are also located in the south 
western section of the study area. 

LONG ISLAND 

Long Island is primarily suburban in character and supports an economy typical of other subur
ban areas in the New York metropolitan area with a mix of residential, retail, manufacturing and 
office type development. Commercial development has expanded on Long Island in the 1990's, 
with many service related operations and, most visibly, several headquarters of bio-tech and in
formation technology firms requiring an educated workforce but not requiring a Manhattan 
location. 

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 

Conditions in manufacturing industries in Long Island resemble the general declining trend ob
served in other parts of the LITC. The number of manufacturing jobs dropped sharply to 
113,275 from 149,851, or from 13.6 percent to slightly over 10 percent of total private employ
ment in Nassau and Suffolk Counties between 1990 and 1998 (see Table 5-7). At the same time, 
a major increase occurred in service industry employment, adding more than 54,000 jobs in 8 
years. During the 1990's, service industries have increased their share of total private sector em
ployment to 31.5 percent from 27.1 percent. Within the service sector, health services have 
made the most significant gains in employment, adding nearly 21,000 jobs in 8 years. As are
sult, health services now employ more than 114,000 workers in Long Island, representing nearly 
one-third of all service jobs, and providing more jobs than any other employment category, ex
cept wholesale and retail trade. While the fastest rate of job growth occurred in health services, 
business services were not far behind, adding about 10,000 jobs for a 15 percent increase in em
ployment between 1990 and 1998. In all other areas-including wholesale and retail trade, 
FIRE, and transportation and utilities-employment has regained losses experienced during the 
regional recession in the early part of the decade and continued to rise. These trends have 
pushed the unemployment rate to a historic low of2.7 percent in November 1998. The unem
ployment rate in Long Island continues to be one of the lowest in the State ofNew York. 

REAL ESTATE TRENDS 

While small in comparison to Manhattan's nearly 400 million square feet of office space, Long 
Island is one of the region's principal real estate submarkets, with a total of 26 million square 
feet of office space. A strong local economy, supported by substantial increases in service in
dustries, has generated positive trends in the Long Island real estate market. The office market, 
as well as the industrial market, is experiencing shortages of large blocks of space due to high 
occupancy levels and lack of new construction, particularly in Class A office space. 

The high demand for office space and record low vacancy rate is leading some developers to 
construct speculative office buildings for the first time since the late 1980's, while others are 
renovating and converting older buildings to office use. Much of the service sector job growth 
on Long Island is occurring in biotechnology, high-tech manufacturing, and software develop
ment. For example, Computer Associates International headquart,ered in Islandia is expanding 
by 360,000 square feet, and Symbol Technologies is adding 125,000 square feet to its facility in 
Holtsville. As shown in Table 5-8, the vacancy rate for Class A office space in Long Island has 
declined dramatically since 1990, from 18.3 percent to 9.5 percent at the end of 1998, the lowest 
level reached in Long Island in decades. 
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Table 5-7 

Recent Selected Private Sector Employment Trends: 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties 

1990 1995 1998 

Percent Percent Percent 
Type of Employment Employment of Total Employment of Total Employment of Total 

Manufacturing 149,851 13.60% 113,291 10.60''l'o 113,275 10.10% 
Transportation and Utilities 49,950 4.50 48,939 4.60 52,120 4.70 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 283,398 25.70 277,771 26.00 284,460 25.50 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 80,260 7.30 78,564 7.40 78,581 7.00 

Services 297,885 27.10 325,584 30.50 352,024 31.50 
Business 61,748 5.60 63,10 5.90 71,589 6.40 

Health 93,451 8.50 110,097 10.30 114,293 10.20 

Educational 19,808 1.80 20,369 1.90 22,548 2.00 
Enoineerinq and Manaqement 29 194 2.70 29 093 2.70 32 300 2.90 

Total Private Employment 1,100,756 100.00% 1,067,520 100.00% 1,117,202 100.00% 

Note: Total includes employment types not shown here. 
Source: New York State Department of Labor, Division of Research and Statistics, annual average 

employees covered by unemployment insurance. 

Inventory (Square Feet) 

New Construction (Square 
Feet) 

Overall Vacancy Rate 

Class A Vacancy Rate 

Class B Vacancy Rate 

Table 5-8 

Long Island Office Market Trends 

Percent Change 
1990 1995 1998 1990-1998 

26,470 393 26 039 938 26 099 799 -1.4% 

1,338,895 0 60,000 -95.5 

18.7% 15.9% 9.5% -49.2 

20.4 16.4 6.7 -67.2 

15.5% 15.4% 12.0% -22.6% 

Source: Cushman & Wakefield Research Services, MarketBeat Series, Long Island New 
York, Year-End 1998. 

Long Island office development is not evenly distributed across the Island. Office space in 
Nassau County tends to be older and more plentiful than in Suffolk County. Since Nassau 
County's office space market is more mature, there is less space for new office development to 
take place. Recent office space development in Suffolk County has taken advantage of the large 
blocks of space that are still available in this considerably less developed county. 

As shown in Table 5-9, nearly two-thirds of Long Island's office space is located in Nassau 
County and vacancy rates are very low. By the end of 1998, the county had an inventory of 17.5 
million square feet of office space with an incredibly low overall vacancy rate of 7.6 percent. 
All submarkets within the county had vacancy rates much lower than 10 percent in the fourth 
quarter of 1998. Suffolk County accounts for about 33 percent of the office space inventory on 
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Number 
of 

Market Buildings 

Nassau County 148 

Western Nassau County 45 

Central Nassau County 59 

Eastern Nassau County 44 

Suffolk County 105 

Western Suffolk County 44 

Central Suffolk County 61 

Total Long Island 253 

Chapter 5: Economic Conditions 

Table 5-9 
Long Island Year-End 1998 Office Market 

and Submarket Statistics 

Direct Weighted 
Overall Overall Average Rental 

Square Vacancy Vacancy Rate (annual 
Feet Rate Fourth Rate Fourth rate per square 

Inventory Quarter 1998 Quarter 1997 foot) 

17,465,078 7.6% 10.4% $26.11 
4,469,501 6.6 15.0 $26.47 

7 995,294 8.3 8.9 $7.08 

4,991,283 7.2 8.7 $24.20 

8,643,721 13.3% 11.0% $24.05 

5,609,882 15.2 9.7 $24.86 

3,033,839 9.9 13.4 $21.58 

26,099,799 9.5% 10.6% $25.19 

Source: Cushman & Wakefield Research Services, MarketBeat Series, Long Island New York, Year-
End 1998. 

Long Island, with 8.6 million square feet of office space. The majority of inventory, i.e., 5.6 
million square feet of space, is located in the western Suffolk submarket. Although the vacancy 
rate in this area increased from 9. 7 percent to 15.2 percent between year -end 1997 and year -end 
1998, much of the vacant space was created by the addition of 369,000 square feet of Class B 
office space in Melville by Fleet Bank. The overall vacancy rate of 13.3 percent for Suffolk 
County still reflects a strong office market based on a strong economy. 

Manufacturing, warehousing and the industrial real estate market continue to be important fac
tors in the Long Island economy. The strong Long Island industrial market contains more than 
200 million square feet of space and currently has low vacancy ratts. At year -end 1997, the esti
mated availability rate for the industrial market stood at 12 percent. In Nassau County, availa
bility is estimated to be 15 percent, while in Suffolk County the market is markedly tighter with 
the vacancy rate estimated at 10 percent. A strong market has reduced available industrial space 
to approximately 17 million square feet and spurred new construction. 

Like the office market, the currently strong industrial market and the lack of available blocks of 
space have prompted new construction by developers. A 1 06,000-square-foot facility in 
Bohemia is the first major speculative industrial building constructed on Long Island in a 
decade. The demand for industrial space on Long Island is expected to continue to be strong, 
and, like the Bohemia project, will likely be used for warehousddistribution rather than for 
manufacturing. 

REPLACEMENTYARDSTUDYAREAS 

BLISSVILLE YARD 

The Blissville study area is occupied by industrial uses involved in the warehousing and trans
portation of goods, including a Getty Oil storage facility located adjacent to the rail line. 
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MASPETH YARD 

The Maspeth study area is located in a highly industrial section of Queens. Many ofthe busi
nesses located in the study area, such as United Parcel Service, rely heavily on truck transport 
of products. 

FRESH POND YARD 

Industrial and warehouse uses are located adjacent to the rail line in the Fresh Pond study area. 
Retail businesses in the study area are located on major streets away from and are generally un
associated with the rail yard. 

HIGHBRIDGE YARD 

The Highbridge Yard study area contains predominantly residential uses, although they are ef
fectively separated from the Highbridge Yard by the Major Deegan Expressway and a substan
tial change in elevation. Commercial activity is concentrated in local convenience stores and 
small grocery stores in the ground floor of residential buildings, with little or no connection to 
the project site. The Harlem River and the Harlem River Drive provide substantial physical bar
riers and a wide separation between the Highbridge Yard and northern Manhattan to the west. 

LONG ISLAND YARD STUDY AREAS 

With the exception of Babylon and Yaphank East and West, the nighttime storage yard sites 
analyzed in this FE/5 are currently vacant and do not generate economic activity. In these yard 
study areas, economic activities in the surrounding areas are not related to the sites under 
consideration. The exceptions to this pattern are described below. 

• Babylon Site: The Babylon Yard site is currently occupied by six active businesses and 
three residential structures (containing five households) on the north side of Union Boule
vard, west of Higbie Lane. 

• Yaphank East Site: The Yaphank East site is partially occupied by facilities of the Suffolk 
County Department of Public Works and by a privately owned tree farm. 

• Yaphank West Site: The Yaphank West site is used for agriculture by Suffolk County. 

• Riverhead Site: The Riverhead site may be in agricultural use. 

D. FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

OVERVIEW OF THE LONG ISLAND TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR 

Future economic conditions were projected in the study area as part of the East Side Access's 
forecast to 2010 and 2020 of changes in socioeconomic conditions, prepared for use in the rider
ship model. These projections were based on recent projections by the New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Council (NYMTC) for the 31-county metropolitan region, and are the same pro
jections being used by MTA's other Long-Range Planning Framework projects (MTA's Long
Range Planning Framework projects are described in Chapter 1 ). These projections are based on 
national and regional economic and demographic trends. They assume that the basic infrastruc
ture serving the region-including its transportation systems-remains adequate. 
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The projections indicate that LITC is expected to experience continued economic growth be
tween 1995 and 2020. Overall, an increase of approximately 900,000 jobs is projected for the 
regional economy by 2020, resulting in a substantial 21.6 percent increase in employment. 
Slightly more than half of the growth is predicted to occur by 201 0-approximately 552,000 
jobs. Employment growth between 2010 and 2020 will continue, with about 347,000 jobs added 
to the regional economy (see Table 5-10). 

1995 

Employ- Percent 
ment of Total 

Nassau 550,772 13.23% 

Suffolk 513,562 12.34 

Nassau & Suffolk 1,064,334 25.57% 

Manhattan 1,873,319 45.00 

Queens 550,727 13.23 

Brooklyn 674,363 16.20 

LITC 4,162,743 100.00% 

Table 5-10 
LITC Employment Trends: 1995 to 2020 

2010 2020 Percent Change 

Total 
Employ- Percent Employ- Percent 1995- 2010- 1995-

ment of Total ment of Total 2010 2020 2020 

617,986 13.11% 651,485 12.87% 12.2% 5.4% 18.3% 

607 483 12.89 722,724 14.28 18.3 19.0 40.7 

1 225 469 25.99% 1,374,209 27.15% 15.1% 12.1% 29.1% 

2 185114 46.35 2,261,887 44.69 16.6 3.5 20.7 

612,948 13.00 683,411 13.50 11.3 11.5 24.1 

690,952 14.66 741,733 14.66 2.5 7.3 10.0 

4,714,483 100.00% 5,061,240 100.00% 13.3% 7.4% 21.6% 

Source: Urbanomics (9/20/95) from LIRR East Side Access Ridership Forecasting Results Report (7/13/99). 

Manhattan is projected to lead the way in the number of jobs added to the regional economy, 
adding about 312,000 jobs by 2010 and an additional 77,000 by 2020. The increase in employ
ment in Manhattan will account for slightly more than 50 percent of the total projected growth 
in the LITC region between 1995 and 2010, and slightly more than 20 percent between 1995 and 
2020. Approximately 312,000 new jobs are projected to be created in Manhattan by 2010, repre
senting a healthy growth of 16.6 percent in total employment. The rate of increase in Manhattan 
is expected to slow between 2010 and 2020 to about 3.5 percent. 

While Manhattan will continue to be the major employment center, with almost 45 percent of 
employment in 2020, the greatest growth is projected to occur in Suffolk County. By 2010, 
Suffolk County is expected to add 94,000 jobs, resulting in an 18 percent increase. The boom in 
employment in the county is projected to continue to 2020, with an additional 115,000 jobs 
created, representing a growth of 19 percent over 2010, and nearly a 41 percent gain since 
1995.While these gains are dramatic, Suffolk County will continue to represent a relatively mi
nor portion of the total employment in the LITC, growing from 12.3 percent in 1995 to slightly 
more than 14 percent in 2020. Nassau County is expected to experience a significant rate of 
increase in employment, though the number of jobs created will be substantially smaller than in 
Manhattan and Suffolk County. By 2020, Nassau is projected to add 101,000 jobs, a gain of 18 
percent. About two-thirds of the increase in employment in Nassau County will occur by 2010. 
Combined, Nassau and Suffolk County growth will increase Long Island's share of employment 
from 25.5 percent in 1995 to slightly more than 27 percent in 2020. 

Queens will experience a steady increase in employment of about 11 percent by 2010 and again 
by 2020. Brooklyn will see only minor gains in employment, i.e., a total increase of about 
67,000 jobs by 2020, resulting in a 10 percent growth in employment. About four-fifths of the 
employment growth in Brooklyn will occur between 2010 and 2020. 
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MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

The Manhattan study area will continue to be one of the largest business and employment cen
ters in the world. Overall, employment in the study area is projected to grow to over 2 million 
by 2010, creating about 300,000 new jobs, or a 16.6 percent increase from 1995 (see Table 
5-11). The rate of growth is projected to continue more slowly between 2010 and 2020, with 
nearly 77,000 new jobs, representing less than a 4 percent increase. 

Area 

Lower Manhattan 

Village/Lower East Side 

Chelsea 

Lower Fifth 

Midtown South 

Garment Center 

Clinton 

Midtown 

East Midtown 

Lincoln Square 
Upper East Side 

Manhattan Study Area 

Other Manhattan 

Total Manhattan 

Table 5-11 

Manhattan Employment Trends: 1995 to 2020 

Employment Percent Change 

Total 
1995 2010 2020 1995-2010 2010-2020 1995-2020 

397,774 455,226 467,831 14.4% 2.8% 17.6% 

159,399 178,022 183,738 11.7 3.2 15.3 

25,592 41,331 51,853 61.5 25.5 102.6 

84,849 103,333 107,907 21.8 4.4 27.2 

137,442 153,706 156,221 11.8 1.6 13.7 

86,333 112,907 119,449 30.8 5.8 38.4 

38,271 42 783 46,666 11.8 9.1 21.9 

209,453 268,398 284,269 28.1 5.9 35.7 

380,350 441,535 446,222 16.1 1.1 17.3 

31,884 39,754 43,045 24.7 8.3 35.0 

110,936 124,680 129,423 12.4 3.8 16.7 

1,662,283 1,961,675 2,036,624 18.0% 3.8% 22.5% 

211,036 223,439 225,263 5.9 0.8 6.7 

1,873,319 2,185,114 2,261,887 16.6% 3.5% 20.7% 

Source: Urbanomics (9/20/95) from LIRR East Side Access EIS Ridership Forecasting Results Report 
(7/13/99). 

In 2020, Lower Manhattan, East Midtown, and Midtown will continue have a high concentra
tion ofbusiness activity. Lower Manhattan and East Midtown combined will grow at about 17 
percent and continue to constitute the bulk of employment in Manhattan, with nearly 45 percent 
of employment in 2020. These three subareas combined will hold the bulk of the region's busi
ness activity, with employment at approximately 1.2 million and containing 58 percent of Man
hattan's employment. 

Lower Manhattan will continue to be the study area neighborhood with the highest employment 
through 2010 and 2020. Employment in the subarea is projected to increase to about 455,000 
jobs by 2010, about a 14 percent, then stabilize, growing only about 3 percent between 2010 and 
2020. 

Midtown is expected to continue its role as the core of the Manhattan CBD. Employment in the 
Midtown subarea is projected to increase by nearly 59,000 jobs between 1995 and 2010, a 
28 percent increase. Between 1995 and 2020, growth of75,000 jobs (35 percent) is projected, 
for a total of 284,000 jobs in this portion of the study area. East Midtown is expected to see 
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significant growth over the next two decades, growing by 17 percent by 2020. A total of 61,000 
new jobs are projected between 1995 and 2010, and another 4,700 jobs by 2020. 

Other subareas are also expected to see increases in employment, as shown in the table. Some 
of this growth is attributable to increasing demand from already strong service and FIRE sectors, 
while in other subareas, particularly growth in Chelsea, the Garment Center, and Midtown 
South, increases in the number of jobs would result from shifts in types of employment, i.e., 
from less intensive manufacturing, warehousing, and distribution to services and FIRE 
categories. 

LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE STUDY AREA 

As described in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," the rezoning proposed for 
Long Island City just north of Sunnyside Yard is expected to make it a more densely developed 
commercial area. This new development is anticipated to bring approximately 42,500 new jobs 
to the area by 2020, predominantly in service industries and the FIRE sector. Some 29,500 new 
jobs are projected for 2010 (growth of nearly 57 percent over 1995), and an additional 13,000 
jobs are expected by 2020 (resulting in total growth of 82 percent over 1995). 

LONG ISLAND 

The Long Island study area economy is expected to continue to grow. The overall vacancy rate, 
which is an indicator of economic health, is expected to remain stable. As commercial rental 
rates rise, development of additional new construction projects and retrofits of existing build
ings will continue as demand for space outpaces supply. Suffolk County will experience a large 
portion of the new economic activity. As shown in Table 5-l 0, the employment growth of 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties is projected at 30 percent between 1995 and 2020. Nassau County 
is expected to gain I 0 I ,000 jobs, a greater than 18 percent increase, and Suffolk County is ex
pected to gain 209,000 new jobs, an approximately 41 percent gain over the same period. 

REPLACEMENT YARD STUDY AREAS 

No significant changes in overall economic conditions or employment are anticipated in the 
study areas for the Blissville, Maspeth, Fresh Pond, and Highbridge Yards. 

LONG ISLAND YARD STUDY AREAS 

Economic activity within the most of the Long Island study areas is unlikely to change in the 
future. As noted in Chapter 3, the Town of Oyster Bay is currently reviewing a proposal to 
develop the Cerro Wire site with a large regional shopping mall. That proposal, which would be 
in direct conflict with use of the Cerro site for a rail yard, would bring substantial new eco
nomic activity to the site. Similarly, the Riverhead site is also being considered for new de
velopment (of residential uses) that would be in direct conflict with use of the site for a 
rail yard. 

The development of all or a portion of the Pilgrim Hospital campus for retail, office, or 
entertainment use would add significant economic activity to the Pilgrim Hospital study area. 
In addition, a proposed expansion of the Heartland Business Center to the west of the study area 
would also add to industrial business activity just outside the study area. 
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E. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No Action Alternative would result in a very small increase in capacity on the LIRR, as a 
result of the addition of hi-level coaches and five trains in the peak hour to Penn Station. The 
overall convenience to riders serviced by diesel trains would improve slightly as the result of the 
addition of dual-mode locomotives that would allow for a one-seat ride to Penn Station, among 
other scheduled improvements. There would be no addition of service to Grand Central Termin
al and the existing disconnect between job location and terminal location would remain. As 
noted in the description of recent employment trends above, nearly 400,000 employees in the 
Manhattan study area (23 percent of the study area's employment) work in East Midtown, which 
is not convenient to Penn Station. The majority of the employees in East Midtown work in the 
finance, insurance and real estate sectors or in business or legal services-white collar workers 
who are traditionally heavy users of commuter rail service. Employment in East Midtown is pro
jected to grow by 16 percent by 2010 and by a total of 17 percent by 2020. 

The maintenance of the status quo in rail service would directly affect commuter travel patterns, 
and have wide ranging impacts on the regional economy as well. The most immediate impact 
would be on daily commuters. Without substantial improvement to the existing system, condi
tions on the LIRR are likely to worsen for riders, exacerbating overcrowding and delays in ser
vice. Ridership statistics help explain how future conditions might deteriorate. Between 1995 
and 2010, arrivals at Penn Station in the AM peak hour are projected to increase by approxi
mately 18,600 riders, or 22 percent, and by nearly 24,000 riders (28 percent) between 1995 and 
2020. During the peak 15 minutes of the AM peak hour, trains arriving at Penn Station would 
be operating at 127 percent of capacity. With passenger comfort and delays in service already 
problematic for many commuters, the projected increase in demand would likely lead to a fur
ther decline in the quality of service. 

Since the projections of population and employment for the LITC assume no deterioration in 
transportation service, under the No Action Alternative-with its decline in service-these pre
dicted growth levels may not be achieved. On Long Island, this could mean fewer new residents 
and possibly lower employment with a concomitant effect on the future local tax base and eco
nomic activity. In addition, commuters might adjust their travel patterns to compensate for de
teriorating service on the LIRR, with economic impacts on the broader community. As three out 
of four Long Island residents who commute to the city use the LIRR, a shift from train to auto, 
the most likely adjustment, would likely exacerbate already congested conditions on major roads 
leading from Long Island to Manhattan. 

Such a shift would affect more than just the rail commuters. It would increase congestion on the 
roads, increasing the time required for the journey to work by non--transit users, as well as 
slowing the delivery of goods and services over roads throughout the region. Increasing travel 
time required for the journey to work and for the delivery of goods and services would increase 
the cost of doing business, ultimately making the LITC a less desirable location for business. A 
large body of transportation and economic research and literature indicates that among the most 
important criteria for selecting a business location are the quality of the transportation infra
structure in an area, the availability and quality of the work force, the sophistication of the infor
mation and communications systems, and local taxes and other costs of doing business. While 
commuter rail transportation makes up only one part of the overall transportation infrastructure 
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of an area, it can affect the quality and delivery of other forms of transportation, as well as the 
availability of the work force, as described above. Thus, the No Action Alternative could affect 
the attractiveness of the LITC, and particularly Manhattan, as a business location, undermining 
the projected employment growth for the region and the economic demand that would be 
generated by future employees. 

As an example, between 1995 and 2020, the Manhattan study area is expected to add about 
375,000 employees, for an overall increase of22.5 percent. This would add approximately $26 
billion in annual earnings to the region by 2020, in today's dollars. These earnings would also 
contribute substantial secondary impacts in terms of spending and taxes on earnings and 
spending that supports certain public infrastructure and services throughout the region, and New 
York State as whole. If this employment growth is diminished under the No Action Alternative, 
even by a relatively small percentage, it will have strong economic repercussions. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) ALTERNATIVE 

The TSM Alternative would provide some improvement in commuter rail service between Long 
Island and Penn Station. Peak hour capacity would increase by approximately 5,800 riders with 
the addition of 2 to 4 cars per train, including bi-level passenger cars. Other major improve
ments that would be provided under the TSM Alternative are increased availability of one-seat 
rides to Penn Station, increased service to the Hunterspoint Avenue and Long Island City sta
tions, and extension of peak hour contra-flow bus lanes on the Long Island Expressway, among 
others. 

These modifications would improve the journey to work for some LIRR commuters, and 
secondarily improve the movement of goods and services through the region, as described above 
in the No Action Alternative. However, the improvements would not be sufficient to avoid the 
overcrowding and delays that are likely to occur with the projected 22 percent increase in sys
tem ridership between 1995 and 2010 and 28 percent by 2020. The existing disconnect between 
the location of jobs and the location of terminals would not be substantially improved by the im
plementation of the TSM Alternative. 

For many of these employees, the journey to work involves an additional transit trip to their des
tination, either by subway or bus, and for some it requires a long walk. In most cases, at least 15 
minutes to 30 minutes are added to the daily journey to work. The improvements provided under 
the TSM Alternative, particularly the increased service to Hunterspoint A venue and Long Island 
City, would not eliminate, or substantially improve the existing disconnect between the location 
of jobs and the location of terminals. While the increased capacity m the LIRR system may have 
some beneficial systemwide effects by reducing current overcrowding, encouraging higher uti
lization of the western terminals would not resolve the existing disconnect, and is not likely to 
reduce the overall time required for the journey to work. As noted in Chapter 1, "Project Pur
pose and Need," there are real and perceived impediments to using the western terminals, in
cluding the continuing disincentives of a two-seat ride (be it subway, bus, or ferry), the added 
cost of the second ride, overcrowding on many of the connecting transit modes, and the psycho
logical resistance to changing modes, among others. 

Thus, the TSM Alternative would not significantly improve existing conditions for most LIRR 
commuters, compared to the level and quality of service that exists today. In the long run, as 
noted above, improving the quality of service, including reducing overcrowding and delays, as 
well as remedying the current disconnect between jobs and tern1inals, is likely to affect the 
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attractiveness of the LITC as a business location. Since the key factors in the selection ofbusi
ness location include the quality of an area's transportation infrastructure, the availability of the 
work force, and the cost of doing business, the TSM Alternative would make only a minor con
tribution to the attraction of the region as a business location. It is not likely to provide the level 
of infrastructure improvement required to support the region's continued ability to retain and at
tract businesses, which would subsequently dampen projected economic growth, particularly in 
terms of the projected number of jobs and the economic multiplier effects they would produce. 
Although the TSM Alternative would likely improve the transportation infrastructure enough to 
maintain current levels of employment, and probably some growth, the full growth predicted for 
2010 and 2020 would be achieved only with difficulty. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The Preferred Alternative would create two major improvements in the LIRR infrastructure that 
would have significant beneficial impacts on the region's economy. The first is the provision of 
new LIRR service to a new LIRR terminal at Grand Central Terminal (GCT), which would also 
allow a significant increase in the number of peak period trains traveling to Manhattan, from 42 
to 61. The second is the creation of a new LIRR station in Sunnyside, Queens. Other proposed 
changes under the Preferred Alternative that would have less significant impacts include the re
location of Metro-North maintenance and storage facilities to the existing Highbridge Yard in 
the Bronx, the relocation of New York & Atlantic Railway (NY AR) railcar storage from Yard 
A in Sunnyside to either Blissville Yard or Maspeth Yard, and relocation of NY AR railcar main
tenance shop to Fresh Pond Yard. In addition, construction of the new tunnels and access to 
GCT would require acquisition of private property and displacement of several businesses in 
Manhattan, Queens, and Long Island. These impacts are addressed in a detailed displacement 
analysis below. Other improvements proposed under the Preferred Alternative, such as ventila
tion facilities, would have negligible impact on current economic conditions, and are not spe
cifically analyzed. 

LITC AND MANHATTAN STUDY AREAS 

The most immediate impact generated by the Preferred Alternative for many LIRR users would 
be the elimination of the existing disconnect between the location of jobs and location of termi
nals, as well as substantial improvement in the currently overcrowded conditions on many LIRR 
peak hour trains, and considerable reduction in the time required for the journey to work. These 
improvements would not only help to accommodate projected LIRR ridership by 2010 and 2020, 
but would generate an increase in ridership. Additionally non-users of the system would also 
benefit from improvements created by the Preferred Alternative, as current ridership would be 
retained and increased by both 2010 and 2020, leading to a reduction in congestion on the major 
Long Island roadways leading to Manhattan. 

There are various methods for the determining economic impacts of transportation improve
ments, including measuring rates of return on the infrastructure investment, and a more broadly 
based measurement of how infrastructure investment affects economic growth. As described 
above for other alternatives, investment in transportation infrastructure is one of the principal 
factors in retaining and attracting businesses to an area. More specifically, research indicates 
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that infrastructure investment promotes economic growth and productivity.* A recent MT A 
study (Lasting Economic Benefits of Public Transit Investment, Phase 2 final report, prepared 
by Cambridge Systematics, Inc. for MT A, August 6, 1997) concluded that investments in the re
gion's transportation system beyond the basic amount required to keep the system in a state of 
good repair would yield an economic return of $2.03 for every dollar invested. Based on the cur
rent condition of the infrastructure and quality of service, the reverse is also true for the LITC, 
i.e., the lack of investment can reduce productivity in the region. With the Preferred Alternative 
there would not be deterioration in rail transit service acting as a deterrent to regional growth, 
so compared with the No Action Alternative the Preferred Alternative would have a clear posi
tive impact on productivity within the LITC, and particularly in Manhattan. Elimination of the 
disconnect between jobs and terminals for many LIRR riders is expected to save between 15 and 
30 minutes in the journey to work, or as much as an hour for the daily commute. The time 
savings would likely translate into increased productivity not only in the workplace but also in 
the daily lives of commuters, improving the overall quality of life in the region. 

Eliminating the disconnect, improving transportation service, reducing travel time, and im
proving the quality of life would ultimately manifest itself in the ability of the region, particu
larly Manhattan, to meet its projected growth of312,000 new employees by 2010 and 375,000 
new employees by 2020. Research suggests a strong correlation between infrastructure invest
ment and more openings of new businesses, as well as expansions of existing businesses. Fol
lowing the trend of the past decade, it is likely that about % of the projected 2 million em
ployees in the Manhattan study area in 2010 and 2020 would be working in the FIRE and 
service sectors, traditionally more intense users of commuter rail than the manufacturing sector. 
As existing and new FIRE and service firms consider business locations, the investment 
proposed under the Preferred Alternative would count heavily to support the LITC and Manhat
tan, in particular, as a viable location for business growth. As noted above, achieving the em
ployment projections for Manhattan would generate about $26 billion in new annual earnings 
(wages and salaries) by 2020 in today's dollars, as well as considerable secondary spending and 
employment impacts throughout the state. 

An estimated 62,000 LIRR passengers are projected to commute to GCT during the morning 
peak period (6 AM to 10 AM) in 2010, and some 76,000 passengers would arrive at GCT daily 
in 2010. By 2020, 66,000 passengers would ride LIRR to GCT during the morning peak period, 
and 81,000 would use the new service into GCT daily. These new passengers in GCT would 
very likely generate additional spending by commuters for retail businesses and services in and 
around the GCT area, as commuters purchase fast food and convenience items, use services such 
as beauty salons and travel agents, and utilize restaurants for business and personal engage
ments. At the same time, once the new service to Grand Central Terminal is available, fewer 
LIRR commuters would arrive at or depart from Penn Station. In 2010, there would be 46,000 
fewer commuters arriving at Penn Station in the AM peak period compared to the No Action 
condition (or 29,000 fewer compared to 1995 conditions); in 2020, some 48,000 fewer LIRR 

* For example, Jeffrey Madrick, Economic Returns from Transportation Investment, forum pro
ceedings, Eno Transportation Foundation, Inc., 1996; New York Citizens Budget Commission, 
Transportation Infrastructure and New York's Competitiveness, June 29, 1999; Julie Hoover, Making 
the Case for Public Transportation: A Corporate Perspective, paper presented at the New York Pub
lic Transit Association Winter Conference, Albany, NY, February 23, 1998; Cambridge Systematics, 
Inc. for MTA, Lasting Economic Benefits of Public Transit Investment, Phase 2 final report, August 
6, 1997. 
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passengers would arrive at Penn Station in the AM peak period compared to the No Action con
dition (or 24,000 compared to 1995). The reduction in passengers at Penn Station would de
crease annual spending in and around Penn Station at local retailers. The decrease in spending 
would not constitute a significant adverse impact. 

According to information prepared by the Access to the Region's Core (ARC) project, 
Penn Station is the busiest commuter terminal in the nation, with as many as 500,000 
commuters each day. As reported in the Environmental Assessment for the Pennsylvania 
Station Redevelopment Project (August 7999), roughly 84,300 of these passengers travel 
on Amtrak and N} Transit. An additional 23 7,000 passengers travel on LIRR, and the 
remaining commuters (approximately 785,000 people) use the New York City subway 
system. The East Side Access Project would shift passengers from Penn Station to Grand 
Central Terminal, so that in 2070 the number of LIRR passengers at Penn Station daily is 
expected to be approximately 7 5 7,000, compared with 2 7 7,000 in 7 995 and 23 7,000 in 
7 999. (Detailed ridership numbers for both 20 7 0 and 2020 are presented in Appendix C.) 
However, as noted in the Environmental Assessment prepared for the Pennsylvania Sta
tion Redevelopment Project, the number of Amtrak and N} Transit riders at Penn Station 
is expected to grow by some 43,300 passengers per day as a result of a number of im
provements proposed (including the Kearny Connection and Secaucus Transfer projects 
in New jersey) and introduction of high-speed Amtrak service. The number of subway 
passengers and other pedestrians who pass through Penn Station can also be expected to 
increase as a result of general background growth. Further, the number of people who 
pass through Penn Station is also expected to increase as a result of the proposed im
provements associated with the Farley project. 

In addition to Penn Station itself, the neighborhood is also home to a number of high
density office buildings. The combination of commuters who travel through Penn Station 
and other people who work in the neighborhood together support the local retail busi
nesses both inside and near Penn Station. The reduction in daily URR riders at Penn Sta
tion would be a small decrease relative to the substantially larger number of other com
muters and workers in the area, and therefore the East Side Access Project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts to the retail spaces in or near Penn Station. 

LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE 

As described earlier, in the future Long Island City is expected to become an important business 
district. Employment in Long Island City is projected to grow from 52,000 to about 81,000 by 
20 I 0 and 95,000 by 2020, an increase of about 57 percent by 20 I 0 or 82 percent by 2020. Al
though the area is currently well served by subways, the location of a new LIRR station under 
the Queens Boulevard overpass in Sunnyside would increase access:tbility to the area for the 
Long Island work force. Expanding direct links to the work force in a wider region would make 
Long Island City a more attractive location for the growing service industries in the area, par
ticularly business services, since a larger labor pool with a broader range of skills would be 
more readily accessible. In the long run, the Preferred Alternative would enhance opportunities 
for future development in Long Island City, where nearly 4 million square feet of office space 
are currently planned. 

In addition, the combination of midday railcar storage and the proposed new station would very 
likely increase employment, and thus consumer expenditures by railroad employees (and com
muters) in the vicinity of Yard A. 
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LONG ISLAND 

While the principal economic impacts of the Preferred Alternative would be felt in the Manhat
tan study area, Long Island would also benefit from the infrastructure improvements in several 
ways. The attraction of an area as a business location is not only based on the transportation inf
rastructure, but also on the availability of the work force. Improving the quality of rail service, 
reducing overcrowding, reducing travel time, and connecting more directly with centers of em
ployment would improve the daily commute of over 100,000 riders daily who use LIRR to reach 
Penn Station during the AM peak. Since transportation on Long Island is problematic in every 
mode, investing in LIRR infrastructure is likely to improve the quality oflife on Long Island for 
users and non-users of the system alike, i.e., improved rail service would also reduce traffic con
gestion, both of which would support the attraction of Long Island as a desirable residential lo
cation. Population growth (and thus, growth in the work force) projected for Long Island would 
be more readily achievable under the Preferred Alternative. 

For the same reasons, Long Island's projected employment growth of 160,000 by 2010 and 
310,000 by 2020 would be more easily attainable with the improvc;:ments of the Preferred Alter
native, which would indirectly reduce congestion on major roads by increasing ridership and 
preventing existing riders from shifting transportation mode from rail to auto. 

REPLACEMENT YARD STUDY AREAS 

There would be only minor impacts on economic conditions in and around the replacement rail 
yards involved in the Preferred Alternative. Primarily, the Preferred Alternative would shift em
ployment to Highbridge Yard, Fresh Pond Yard, and Blissville or Maspeth Yard, probably re
sulting in a small increase in spending by railroad employees at local retailers and service 
businesses. 

LONG ISLAND YARD STUDY AREAS 

Construction of nighttime storage yards at any of the seven sites on Long Island analyzed in 
this FE/5 would have minor impacts on economic conditions in and around each yard site. Due 
to the increase in employment at formerly vacant sites or sites in disuse, the increase in spending 
by railroad employees may be slightly higher than that of the No Action Alternative's yard 
construction. 

DIRECT DISPLACEMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

In the Preferred Alternative, the new tunnel and additional entranc,~s to Grand Central Terminal 
and improvements at Harold Interlocking in Queens would require either full or partial 
acquisitions of property in both Manhattan and Queens. Some property acquisitions would result 
in the direct displacement ofbusinesses. At some of the sites being considered, this would result 
in the displacement ofbusinesses. At one site, residents might also be displaced (discussed in 
Chapter 4, "Social Conditions"). 

As described below, the potential property acquisitions would occur during construction of the 
project, and most would be permanent. The required acquisitions would differ in Manhattan de
pending on which engineering option is selected. For all potential acquisitions, surveys were 
conducted in fall1999 to identify businesses that would be affected (based on current designs). 
The total estimated employment in businesses that currently occupy properties that could be 
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affected by Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative in Manhattan and Queens is approxi
mately 760. 

In addition, MT A LIRR would have to acquire any of the seven illustrative Long Island 
storage yard sites analyzed in this F£15. At some of the sites assessed in this F£15, this would 
result in the displacement of businesses. At one site, residents might also be displaced 
(discussed in Chapter 4, "Social Conditions"). The site evaluation and selection process to 
be conducted by MT A LIRR for future storage yard sites will include detailed inventories 
of the current uses on candidate sites. 

Potentially Affected Properties in Manhattan 

The two engineering options for the Preferred Alternative would r1;:quire different property 
acquisitions in Manhattan. Option I (new tracks and platforms in GCT's existing lower level) 
would require permanent acquisition of private property for a ventilation facility and new en
trances, and temporary acquisition to construct a new portion of tunnel west of Park A venue. 
Option 2 (new tracks and platforms below GCT's existing lower level) would require permanent 
acquisition of private property for the ventilation facility and new entrances (not all in the same 
locations as for Option 1 ), but no acquisitions for the new tunnel section, as described below 
and illustrated in Figure 5-2 and Table 5-12. The discussion below describes the existing busi
nesses and activities that would be displaced by the Preferred Alternative. It should be noted that 
the analysis considers the uses in the potential locations of new entrances currently contem
plated, based on the latest project designs. As designs progress, those entrances may be shifted 
to different locations near those currently analyzed. Overall, the effects of the new entrances 
would be similar to those described below. 

Properties Affected Under Option 1. 

47 East 44th Street. The Preferred Alternative would require the acquisition of the entire 
building at 47 East 44th Street and its subsequent demolition to provide space for a ventilation 
structure. Located at midblock (see Figure 5-2), 47 East 44th Street is a 5-story building con
taining Dishes, a restaurant of about 2,500 square feet; and 10,000 square feet of Class B office 
space. There are three office tenants occupying the top three floors. The second floor is vacant. 

Current office tenants are mostly small businesses, occupying approximately 2,500 square feet 
of space each. The estimated number of employees in the building is 39. 

347 Madison Avenue. The Preferred Alternative would require the use of all, or a significant 
portion of, three ground-floor storefronts at 347 Madison Avenue for the installation of a pedes
trian entrance to the new LIRR platforms (see Figure 5-2). Constructed in 1960 at the southeast 
comer of 45th Street and Madison Avenue, 347 Madison Avenue is a 20-story brick and stone 
building owned by MT A with approximately 230,000 square feet of office space with ground
floor retail space. Currently one retail storefront is vacant and two are occupied by an optical 
shop and a clothing/sporting goods store, respectively. Located at the southeast comer of 
Madison A venue and 45th Street, Grand Central Optical occupies approximately 1,500 square 
feet and is estimated to employ five workers. Orvis, a retail clothing and sporting goods store, 
is located in the midblock on the south side of 45th Street. It occupies approximately 1,500 
square feet and is estimated to employ approximately five people. 

5-26 



Chapter 5: Economic Conditions 

Table 5-12 

Potential Property Acquisitions Required 
and Potentially Displaced Businesses: 

Manhattan 

Estimated 
Occupied 

Map Permanent or Sq. Ft. of Estimated 
Reference Option Address/Description of Temporary Business Affected Number of 

No. 1 or 2 Affected Property Acquisition? Type Business Employees* 

1 1 or 2 47 East 44th Street Permanent Restaurant 2,500 9 
5-story office building with ground-floor 

Office 7,500 30 retail 

2 1 or 2 347 Madison Avenue Permanent Optical 1,500 5 
Ground-floor space in 20-story office Retail 1,500 5 
building 

Retail (vacant) 1 500 0 

3 1 or 2 245 Park Avenue Permanent NA NA 0 
Sidewalk space near 45-story office 
buildino 

4 1 or 2 270 Park Avenue Permanent NA NA 0 
Sidewalk space near 52-story office 
buildino 

5 1 or2 280 Park Avenue Permanent Restaurant 5,000 17 
Ground-floor space in 28-story office 
buildinQ 

6 1 200 Park Avenue Permanent Restaurant 7,000 24 
Sidewalk space used for outdoor cafe 
seating adjacent to 59-story office 
buildino 

7 1 370 Park Avenue Temporary Space used by 3,000 NA 
Basement space in Racquet & comrrercial 
Tennis Club tenant 

Locke1· room 4,200 NA 

Space used by 1,600 NA 
commercial 

tenant 

8 1 390 Park Avenue Temporary Parking NA 10 
Basement space in Lever House, a 21- garage (200 
story office building spaces) 

Unknown use 1,600 NA 

9 1 400 Park Avenue Temporary Storage space 5,000 NA 
Basement space in 21-story office for retail store 
buildino 

10 1 410 Park Avenue Temporary Elevator 2,000 NA 
Basement space in 21-story office machine room 
buildinQ 

11 2 335 Madison Avenue Permanent Retail 10,000 34 
Retail space in 26-story office building 

Permanent Garage 5,000 0 Portion of underaround oaraoe 

Total Affected Employment: 

Ootion 1 100 

Option 2 100 
Notes: 
* Employment estimates by AKRF, Inc., in full-time equivalents. 
NA Not applicable. (No businesses and/or employees affected.) 
Sources: Field survey by AKRF, Inc., Fa111999; Sanborn Maps; New York City Department of Finance; and Claritas, Inc. 
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200 Park Avenue, Met Life Building. Constructed in 1963,200 Park Avenue (the Met Life 
Building, formerly known as the Pan Am Building) is a 59-story office tower that spans Park 
Avenue just north of Grand Central Terminal. The Preferred Alternative would require use of 
a portion of the sidewalk at the southeast comer of Vanderbilt Avenue and 45th Street (see 
Figure 5-2), which is currently occupied by outdoor seating for Cafe Centro. Approximately half 
of the restaurant's outdoor seating would be required for the installation of a pedestrian entrance 
to the LIRR, located west ofthe restaurant's main entrance. However, Cafe Centro's principal 
seating area is an interior dining room of about 5,000 square feet. Due to the small portion of the 
restaurant's outdoor seating that would be acquired and its seasonal nature, together with all of 
the interior seating capacity that would remain intact, the cafe would not be substantially af
fected and would likely be able to remain in its current location. 

245 Park Avenue. The Preferred Alternative would require use of part of the sidewalk adjacent 
to the building at 245 Park Avenue for the installation of a pedestrian entrance. This portion of 
the sidewalk is currently private property. No businesses would be displaced. 

270 Park Avenue. The Preferred Alternative would require use of part of the sidewalk adjacent 
to the building at 270 Park Avenue for the installation of a pedestrian entrance. This portion of 
the sidewalk is currently private property. No businesses would be displaced. 

280 Park Avenue. Constructed in 1962, 280 Park Avenue is a 28-story office tower that occu
pies the west side of Park A venue between 48th and 49th Streets. One possible location for an 
additional LIRR pedestrian entrance associated with the Preferred Alte:mative would require ac
quisition of a portion of the ground floor in 280 Park Avenue. The area that might require ac
quisition is currently occupied by the Shinbashi Restaurant, and the acquisition would likely re
sult in permanent displacement of the restaurant. 

370, 390, 400, and 410 Park Avenue. Option 1 would require use of basement spaces at 370, 
390, 400, and 410 Park Avenue during construction of the new LIRR. tunnel approach to the 
GCT. After construction is complete, this space would be returned to the property owners. Spe
cifically, effects on those buildings would be as follows: 

• Racquet & Tennis Club (370 Park Avenue): In this building, Option 1's construction ac
tivities would require use of a lunchroom, storage space, and a bathroom currently used by 
a tenant, American Express; a locker room used by Racquet & Tennis Club members; and 
a third space currently used by a tenant, Bank ofNew York. These locations are currently 
used as support-type space only. It is assumed that these uses are nonessential to business 
operations, may be absorbed within the facility, and that the space: will be reoccupied after 
construction is complete. Thus, the impacts of a construction period are not significant. 
Construction should take approximately two years to complete. After construction is com
plete, the basement space would be returned to the property owm:r. 

• Lever House (390 Park Avenue): Construction activities associated. with Option 1 would re
quire use of the 200-space parking garage in the basement of that building and a 40-foot by 
40-foot space. It is assumed that this location is currently used as support-type space only, 
the use is nonessential to business operations, may be absorbed within the facility, and that 
the space will be reoccupied after construction is complete. Thus, the impacts of a construc
tion period are not significant. The garage is currently operated by Kinney Parking, provides 
approximately 200 parking spaces and employs about 10 people. Business operation would 
be infeasible during the construction period. Construction should take approximately two 

5-28 



~ Proposed Ventilation Facility 

0 Potential Pedestrian Entrance 

(D Underpinning Work 

'------------' I 

NOTE: SEE TABLE 5-12 

SCALE 

M T A , L , R R Figure 5-2 
I East side Access I Manhattan Areas of Potential Displacement- Options 1 and 2 



Chapter 5: Economic Conditions 

years to complete. After construction is complete, the basement space would be returned to 
the property owner. 

• 400 Park Avenue: Option 1 would require the use of a 5,000-square-foot basement storage 
space used by a tenant, Syms clothing store. This area is currently used as support-type 
space only. It is assumed that this use is nonessential to business operations, may be ab
sorbed within the facility, and that the space will be reoccupied after construction is com
plete. Thus, the impacts of a construction period are not significant. Construction should 
take approximately one year to complete. After construction is complete, the basement 
space would be returned to the property owner. 

• 410 Park Avenue: In 410 Park Avenue, a space currently used as an elevator machine room 
in a sub-basement would be used. Construction should take approximately one year to 
complete. After construction is complete, the basement space would be returned to the 
property owner. 

Properties Affected Under Option 2. Option 2 would require acquisitions of different private 
properties than those discussed above for Option 1. Because this option's tunnels would be 
deeper as they approach GCT, the properties on the west side of Park Avenue between 52nd and 
55th Streets would not be affected during construction. Option 2 would not affect the basements 
of370, 390,400, and 410 Park Avenue. Private properties that would be affected would be as 
follows. 

47 East 44th Street. This property would be acquired under either Option 1 or Option 2. It is 
discussed above. 

347 Madison Avenue. Option 2 would require use of the same space as Option 1 for a pedes
trian entrance, discussed above. This would affect the same three retail spaces in this building. 

245 Park Avenue. Like Option 1, Option 2 would require use of privately owned sidewalk 
space in front of this office building for a pedestrian entrance. No businesses would be affected. 

2 70 Park Avenue. Like Option 1, Option 2 would require use of privately owned sidewalk 
space in front of this office building for a pedestrian entrance. No businesses would be affected. 

2 80 Park Avenue. As in Option 1, one of the possible locations for a new entrance in Option 
2 would displace the restaurant space at 280 Park Avenue. 

335 Madison Avenue. Option 2 would require use of space in the 26-story office building at 
335 Madison Avenue between 43rd and 44th Streets for a pedestrian entrance .. The space af
fected is at the comer of Madison Avenue and 44th Street and is currently occupied by Daffy's, 
a regional chain clothing retailer. Daffy's is located on both the ground and basement floors, 
occupies a total of 10,000 square feet, and is estimated to employ approximately 34 people at 
this location. Option 2 would also require use of a small portion of an underground garage at 
335 Madison A venue. 

Potentially Affected Properties in Queens 

In Queens, the Preferred Alternative would require acquisition of property and displacement of 
uses for the work at Harold Interlocking. The new tunnel work near Northern Boulevard and in 
Sunnyside Yard would also require some displacement. As described in more detail in Chapter 
17, "Construction and Construction Impacts," LIRR is studying alternative methods for the con
struction work required at Harold Interlocking, to limit the amount of displacement required. 
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The potential property acquisitions in Queens are detailed below and illustrated in Figure 5-3 
and Table 5-13. 

Table 5-13 

Potential Property Acquisitions Required 
and Potentially Displaced Businesses: Queens 

Estimated 
Permanent or Occupied Sq. Estimated 

Address/Description of Temporary Business Ft. of Affected Number of 
Affected Property Acquisition? Type Business Employees1 

3856-3864 43rd Street Permanent Equipment 18,500 60 
2-story commercial building Rental 

4001 Skillman Avenue Temporary Portion of 5,600 0 
General Motors Facility parking lot 

Total Affected Employment: 60 

Note: 1 Employment estimates by AKRF, Inc., in full-time equivalents. 
Sources: Field survey by AKRF, Inc. Fall1999; Sanborn Maps; New York City Depart-

ment of Finance; and Claritas, Inc. 

3856-3864 43rd Street. Located on the west side of 43rd Street at 37th Avenue, 3856-3864 
43rd Street is a 2-story brick building of approximately 18,500 square feet, on a lot of approxi
mately 14,000 square feet (see Figure 5-3). The building, which contains six large loading bays 
on the first floor and offices on the second floor, is currently occupied by RPL Equipment Co., 
Inc., a contracting equipment sales, service, and rental company. The Preferred Alternative 
would need to use some of the space currently occupied by the southern third of this structure, 
and therefore would require permanent acquisition of either a portion of the building or the en
tire structure. In addition to this property, RPL Equipment occupies about 9,000 square feet of 
an adjacent building that it constructed last year at 3650-3652 43rd Street, and employs a total 
of approximately 60 people. It is possible that if only the southern port110n of the structure is ac
quired, RPL Equipment might be able to remain in its current location. In this case, a small num
ber of employees might be relocated or otherwise affected by the property acquisition. If the en
tire structure is acquired, RPL Equipment would be displaced from 3856-3864 43rd Street, and 
would have to find new space. It is assumed that the company might also choose to relocate its 
operations from the adjacent building at 3650-3652 43rd Street in that case. 

Parking Lot at General Motors Property. 4001 Skillman Avenue. As described in Chapter 
17, "Construction and Construction Impacts," one of the methods being considered for construc
tion at Harold Interlocking may use land at the General Motors facility between 39th and 43rd 
Streets as a staging area. A temporary construction easement would be required for this staging 
area. The affected area is 5,600 square feet and is currently occupied by 28 parking spaces. 

Property on Northern Boulevard. The project would permanently acquire a small, vacant 
property currently owned by New York City adjacent to 2950-2970 Northern Boulevard. 

Other Properties Affected in Queens. In addition to these properties, the Preferred Alternative 
would also require demolition of the structures as 2950-2970 Northern Boulevard near 41st 
Avenue in Queens. The buildings on Northern Boulevard are currently owned by MTA, so they 
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would not need to be acquired for the MT A/LIRR East Side Access Project. In addition, both 
temporary and permanent (surface and subsurface) easements would be required from Amtrak, 
a privately held company that receives federal subsidies, to construct the project in Sunnyside 
Yard. MT A/LIRR currently leases property from Amtrak for use of Penn Station tracks, the East 
River tunnels to Penn Station, and for LIRR tracks. MTA/LIRR and Amtrak will continue to 
coordinate in relation to the East Side Access Project and it is anticipated that a specific 
agreement would be developed for issues related to this project. 

Potentially Affected Properties in the Bronx 

In addition to the properties to be acquired in Manhattan and Queens, the Preferred Alternative 
would also require permanent acquisition of a small parcel at Highbridge Yard to allow reloca
tion of a freight rail line under the control of the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT). While the majority ofHighbridge Yard is already owned by MTA, Metro-North 
Railroad would need to gain control of a 69-square-foot triangular piece of property at the 
northern edge ofHighbridge Yard, adjacent to Exterior Street. This property is currently vacant 
and owned by the City of New York. The property would be acquired by NYSDOT, which has 
condemnation power over New York City property. The small parcel was once a "bed of street," 
and NYSDOT would follow established procedures for the acquisition of such properties. 

Protection Under the Federal Uniform Relocation Act 

The rights of owners and tenants of real property acquired to implement the proposed project, 
including permanent easements, are protected under the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, and the Uniform Relocation Act Amend
ments of 1987 (together, the Uniform Act). • The Uniform Act provides for equitable treatment 
of persons displaced from their homes, businesses or farms by federal and federally assisted 
programs. It also establishes uniform and equitable land acquisition procedures. (Owner refers 
to either the fee owner of the property or the tenant-owner of improvements on it.) As a 
federally funded project, East Side Access would be required to follow federal acquisition and 
relocation regulations. Entitlements for property owners under the law include the following: 

• Just compensation for property, which may not be less than the acquiring agency's approved 
appraisal of the fair market value; 

• Determination of just compensation by a court oflaw; 

• The opportunity to accompany the appraiser who appraises their property; 

• Written statement of, and summary of the basis for the amount established by the acquiring 
agency as just compensation; 

• Payment of the agreed upon purchase price (or a deposit in the court) before being required 
to surrender possession of the property; 

• Reimbursement for certain expenses incidental to transfer of title to the acquiring agency; 

• Reimbursement for certain litigation expenses; 

• At least 90 days' written notice to vacate occupied property; 

* These regulations are published at 49 CFR Part 24, which can be found on the internet at 
www.fhwa.dot.gov/realestate/act.htm. Detailed information on the rights of displaced persons is 
provided on the internet at www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/subject.h1m under "Real Estate Services." 
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• Relocation services and payments, where applicable; these may involve housing supple
ments, moving cost, etc. for residential acquisitions, or reestablishment, moving costs, etc. 
for business, nonprofit, or farm acquisitions; and 

• Written statement or brochure advising property owners of their rights and entitlements, and 
assurance that they receive all of the services and payments to which they are entitled under 
federal and state law and regulations. 

Relocation and Moving Expenses (or Businesses. In addition to the rights of owners, the 
Uniform Act provides entitlements to qualified businesses displaced as part of a federal and 
federally assisted program, including reimbursement for relocation expenses, including: 

• Payment for actual reasonable moving and related expenses for nonresidential moves, in
cluding transportation of personal property up to 50 miles, disconnecting, dismantling, re
moving, packing, crating, reassembling, and reinstalling relocated machinery, equipment, 
and other personal property, including connection to utilities available nearby; storage of 
the personal property for a period not to exceed 12 months; insurance for the replacement 
value of the personal property in connection with the move and necessary storage; any li
cense, permit, or certification required of the displaced business at the replacement location; 
replacement value of property lost, stolen, or damaged in the process of moving; and profes
sional services necessary for planning, moving and installing the relocated personal property 
at the replacement location. 

• Actual direct loss of tangible personal property incurred as a result of moving or discon
tinuing the business based on the fair market value of the item for continued use at the dis
placement site, less the proceeds from its sale. 

• Purchase of substitute personal property, if an item of personal property which is used as 
part of a business or farm operation is not moved but is promptly replaced with a substitute 
item that performs a comparable function at the replacement site. 

• Payment for expenses required to search for a replacement location, not to exceed $1,000. 

• Other moving-related expenses that are not listed as ineligible, as determined to be reasona-
ble and necessary. 

Re-establishment o(Businesses. In addition to the above mentioned payments, a small busi
ness or nonprofit organization is entitled to receive a payment, not to exceed $10,000, for 
expenses actually incurred in relocating and reestablishing such smalllbusiness or nonprofit or
ganization at a replacement site, including: 

• Repairs or improvements to the replacement real property as required by federal, state or 
local law, code or ordinance. 

• Modifications to the replacement property to accommodate the business operation or make 
replacement structures suitable for conducting the business. 

• Construction and installation costs, for exterior signing to advertise the business. 

• Provision of utilities from right-of-way to improvements on the replacement site. 

• Redecoration or replacement of soiled or worn surfaces at the replacement site, such as 
paint, paneling, or carpeting. 

• Licenses, fees, and permits when not paid as part of moving expenses. 
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• Feasibility surveys, soil testing and marketing studies. 

• Professional services in connection with the purchase or lease of a replacement site. 

Fixed Payment tor Moving Expenses tor Businesses. A displaced business may be eligible to 
choose a fixed payment in lieu of the payments for actual moving and related expenses, and ac
tual reasonable reestablishment expenses as provided. Such fixed payment, except for payment 
to a nonprofit organization, shall equal the average annual net earnings of the business, as com
puted in accordance with the average annual net earnings of a business or farm operation as de
scribed in this section, but not less than $1,000 nor more than $20,000. The displaced business 
is eligible for the payment if it is determined, among other condihons, that the business cannot 
be relocated without a substantial loss of its existing patronage {clientele or net earnings). A 
business is assumed to meet this test unless it is determined that it will not suffer a substantial 
loss of its existing patronage. 

Residential Relocation Assistance (Or Property Owners. As noted above, the Uniform Act 
provides relocation payments for displaced residents. These payment include moving expenses 
and replacement housing payments. The Uniform Act requires that housing resources meet the 
needs of displaced residents in terms of size, price, rental, location, and timely availability, and 
payments must be made to displaced residents at the time they are needed to obtain replacement 
housing. In addition to rights of owners outlined above, additional payment not in excess of 
$22,500 shall be made to any displaced person who is displaced from a dwelling actually owned 
and occupied by such displaced person for at least 180 days prior to initiation of discussions for 
the acquisition of the property. Such additional payment shall include the following elements: 

• The amount, if any, which when added to the acquisition cost of the dwelling acquired by 
the displacing agency, equals the reasonable cost of a comparable replacement dwelling. 

• The amount, if any, which will compensate such displaced person for any increased interest 
costs and other debt service costs which such person is required to pay for financing the ac
quisition of any such comparable replacement dwelling. Such amount shall be paid only if 
the dwelling acquired by the displacing agency was encumbered by a bonafide mortgage 
which was a valid lien on such dwelling for not less than 180 days immediately prior to the 
initiation of negotiations for the acquisition of such dwelling. 

• Reasonable expenses incurred by such displaced person for evidence of title, recording fees, 
and other closing costs incident to the purchase of the replacement dwelling, but not in
cluding prepaid expenses. 

The additional payment authorized by this section shall be made only to a displaced person who 
purchases and occupied a decent, safe, and sanitary replacement dwelling within one year after 
the date on which such a person receives final payment from the displacing agency for the 
acquired dwelling or the date on which the displacing agency's obligation under section 
205(c)(3) of the Uniform Act is met, whichever is later, except that the displacing agency may 
extend such period for good cause. If such period is extended, the payment under this section 
shall be based on the costs of relocating the person to a comparable replacement dwelling within 
one year of such date. 

Resident Relocation Assistance (Or Tenants and Certain Others. In addition to rights of 
owners outlined above, payment shall be made to or for any displaced person displaced from 
any dwelling not eligible to receive a payment under the above resident relocation section which 
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dwelling was actually and lawfully occupied by such displaced person for not less than ninety 
days immediately prior to ( 1) the initiation on negotiations for acquisition of such dwelling, or 
(2) in any case in which displacement is not a direct result of acquisition, such other event as the 
head of lead agency should prescribe. Such payment shall consist of the amount necessary to 
enable such person to lease or rent for a period not to exceed 42 months, a comparable replace
ment dwelling, but not to exceed $5,250. At the discretion of the head of the displacing agency, 
a payment under this subsection may be made in periodic installments. Computation of a pay
ment under this subsection to a low-income displaced person for a comparable replacement 
dwelling shall take into account such person's income. 

Any person eligible for payment under the previous paragraph may elect to apply such payment 
to a down payment on, and other incidental expenses pursuant to, the purchase of a decent , safe, 
and sanitary replacement dwelling. 

Probable Impacts of Direct Displacement 

As part of the procedure for preparing the acquisition stage relocation plan, all site occupants 
would be personally interviewed to determine their specific relocation needs, and would be fur
nished a copy of the state's informational booklet and fully informed of all benefits to which 
they may be entitled. Owners' properties that would be acquired for the Preferred Alternative, 
including properties used for Harold Interlocking improvements, a ventilation facility site, and 
any properties required for easements to allow new station entrances, would be compensated at 
fair market value and relocation benefits would be provided for displaced businesses. Busi
nesses and tenants that would be displaced as a result of the Preferred Alternative would likely 
be able to relocate close to their existing locations with minimal disruption to business activity 
and minimal loss of employment. 

Relocation Resources. It is anticipated that most of the displaced businesses would be success
ful in locating suitable alternative space. In evaluating the limited number of displaced tenants 
and the amount of space these tenants require, and comparing that with the large inventory of 
office, retail, warehouse, and industrial space in Manhattan and Queens, it is likely that suitable 
relocation opportunities would be available, despite the fluctuations of the marketplace and 
space availability. Though the condition of particular sectors of the real estate market at the time 
of construction cannot be predicted, market conditions are currently 'tight" (i.e., new space is 
difficult to find), so it is conservatively assumed that this would remain true. If market condi
tions change, new space will become easier to find. 

As noted above, several of the businesses that would require relocation because of the 
Preferred Alternative's new ventilation facility or entrances near Grand Central Terminal 
are restaurants. Restaurants are particularly sensitive to the effects of relocation, since their 
business is, in part, dependent on pedestrian traffic flows, as well as repeat clientele-both of 
which are highly sensitive to the location of business. A restaurant that relocates near its original 
location is more likely to retain its existing customer base. On the other hand, a restaurant that 
relocates far from the existing location enters a new market and must establish a new clientele. 
Garrick-Aug Associates, a major retail real estate firm in Manhattan, reports that the mid
year 2000 retail vacancy rate for Midtown Manhattan is less than 5 percent, reflecting 
tight retail market conditions (Source: telephone call, Faith Consolo, vice chairman, 
Carrick Aug, july 7 3, 2000). However, suitable retail spaces for relocation of affected 
tenants do exist in Midtown Manhattan. Garrick-Aug Associates reports that at year-end 
7 999 there were over 4 million square feet of vacant retail space in Manhattan, and over 
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1,000 stores available of less than 2,500 square feet (Source: Manhattan Retail Space 
Report; Year-End 7 999 Analysis, january 1, 2000). It is anticipated that restaurants and fast 
food operations displaced by the Preferred Alternative's ventilation facility and entrances near 
Grand Central would relocate in the Grand Central Terminal area, close to their original 
locations, with no loss of employment. 

As described throughout the EIS, East Side Access would allow many LIRR commuters 
bound for Manhattan's East Side to avoid using NYCT subways to complete their journeys 
to work. As is shown in the ridership forecasting appendix (see Appendix C), with East 
Side Access in place, a decrease in weekday subway ridership of 7 2,247 riders would 
occur in 2010 and 12,955 riders in 2020 compared to the No Action. These riders are not 
only on subway trains from Penn Station, but also subway trains from Queens, since with 
the project, LIRR commuters bound for the East Side of Manhattan would no longer 
choose to transfer in Queens for the subway. Systemwide, these passengers who no 
longer use the subway would translate into a loss of subway system revenue of $70,500 
daily (in 2000 dollars) in comparison with the No Action condition, or approximately 
$ 7 5. 7 million annually. Relative to the much larger daily ridership on the New York City 
subway system, these numbers are not significant. It should be noted that these riders are 
in comparison with the future ridership projected in the No Action condition. In 
comparison to existing conditions, there would be virtually no revenue lost since it is 
estimated that growth between now and 2020 (No Action) will generate 7 2,000 new 
riders. 

Although vacancy rates for office space in Midtown Manhattan are currently very low, about 
7.5* percent, it is likely that relocation opportunities would be available for firms located in 47 
East 44th Street, because of the vast inventory of office space in Midtown Manhattan. Other re
location resources include downtown office buildings, where the vacancy rate is slightly higher 
at approximately 9.6* percent. Employers at 47 East 44th Street would likely be able to relocate 
in the vicinity of the existing location, retaining existing employees and resulting in no loss of 
employment. 

The property displaced by the Preferred Alternative in Queens, RPL Equipment Company, cur
rently occupies approximately 27,500 square feet in their two buildings. One of these would be 
affected by the project. According to the Greiner-Maltz 2nd Quarter 1999 Industrial Market 
Review, as of June 20, 1999 in industrial units between 20,000 and 29,999 square feet there were 
slightly more than I million square feet of available space, representing 9.3 percent of all inven
tory in this category. Due to the flexibility of industrial space, this business would be able to lo
cate in a portion of a larger unit or in two smaller units next to each other, similar to its current 
configuration. RPL Equipment could therefore move to most units of more than 5,000 square 
feet, of which there were a total of 10.15 million square feet of available space at the end of June 
1999, or 8.7 percent of the total inventory more than 122 million square feet. 

Alternatively, RPL Equipment Company may require a smaller relocation space for a portion of 
their business. The vacancy rate for industrial properties ranging from 5,000 and 20,000 square 
feet, the smallest size units reported in an annual real estate survey by Greiner-Maltz Co. Inc., 
is 7.6 percent. Although this estimated vacancy rate is low, the number units in the inventory is 
high. Small size units make up the bulk of industrial properties in Queens, i.e., there are nearly 

* Source: Cushman & Wakefield Research Services, Market Report, New York New York, Mid-Year 
1999. 

5-35 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

3,000 units between 5,000 and 20,000 square feet. Even with the low vacancy rate, there are 
currently about 228 properties available in Queens that could serve as a relocation resource for 
a portion of RPL Equipment Company. It is unlikely that the vacancy rate would decrease 
substantially by the time project construction begins, and thus, the business displaced by the 
proposed project would very likely be able to relocate within Queens. 

SUBSURFACE ACQUISITIONS REQUIRED 

In addition to the property acquisitions described earlier, the Preferred Alternative would also 
require acquisition of subsurface easements for the route of its tunnels in Manhattan. Specific
ally, easements would be purchased to allow the new tunnels to travel from the end of the 
existing 63rd Street Tunnel (at Second A venue) westward to Park A venue. Option 1 and Option 
2 would have slightly different alignments in this portion of the route, and therefore would re
quire different subsurface easements. 

In addition, Option 2 would require acquisition of the below-grade area under GCT in which the 
new lower level terminal would be created. 

POTENTIAL DISPLACEMENT AT LONG ISLAND YARD SITES 

None of the seven illustrative Long Island storage yard sites analyzed in this FEIS is owned 
by MT A Ll RR, so each would require permanent acquisition of property if selected for 
yard development. At the Cerro Wire and Riverhead sites, a new yard would be in direct 
conflict with other development proposals for the sites. At the Babylon and Yaphank East 
and West sites, new yards would displace active uses. 

Cerro Wire Site 

A yard at this site would be in direct conflict with the development proposal currently 
under consideration by the Town of Oyster Bay for a regional shopping mall at this site. 

Babylon Site: North Side of Union Boulevard West of Higbie Lane 

To construct a new yard at Babylon, private property containing businesses and residential 
structures would have to be acquired, and all land uses displaced. These properties begin 
approximately 250 feet west of Higbie Lane and extend to NYS Route 231, approximately 2,200 
feet west of Higbie Lane. These properties include six businesses (201, 215, 217, 235, 263, and 
269 Union Boulevard) and three residential structures containing a total of five residences (267, 
267A, 273, 275, and 279 Union Boulevard), as well as a few vacant properties in between and 
at the areas western edge, near Route 231. Properties are as follows (see also Table 5-14 for a 
list of the occupied commercial properties and numbers of employees affected): 

• Three properties on Union Boulevard close to Route 231 are currently vacant and occupied 
by a boarded up building and overgrown areas. 

• 201 Union Boulevard is an approximately 45,000-square-foot fuel tank complex run by 
Nassau Blue Flame Fuel Oil Dispensing. Behind the large fuel storage tanks is a cellular 
communications relay tower and building. 
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Table 5-14 

Potential Property Acquisitions Required and Potentially 
Displaced Businesses: Long Island Storage Yards 

Estimated 
Occupied 
Sq. Ft. of Estimated 
Affected Number of 

Address Business Type Businesses Employees* 

Babylon Site 

269 Union Boulevard Plumbing and heating oil supply services 1 000 1 

263 Union Boulevard G.S. Inc. "Alpha Study Center'' 4,000 10 
235 Union Boulevard Karate center 2,500 1 

217 Union Boulevard General automotive repair service 2,500 6 
215 Union Boulevard Reolazino and spravino specialists 1,500 10 

201 Union Boulevard Fuel oil services 45 000 1 

Yaphank East Site 

Property on Park Street Nursery/tree farm 100,000 <20** 

Notes: . Employment estimates by Claritas, Inc., except where noted otherwise . 
** Employment estimate by AKRF, Inc. 

• 215 Union Boulevard is a small, approximately 1 ,500-square-foot building housing Porce
lain Industries, a reglazing and spraying specialty business with a small accessory office at
tached. The area behind and beside Porcelain Industries is used for parking and storage of 
school buses. 

• 217 Union Boulevard is occupied by Higbie Service Center, an auto repair shop. This 
1-story, two-bay garage is approximately 2,500 square feet and has a small parking area in 
front. 

• 235 Union Boulevard is an approximately 1,800 square foot, 1-story building occupied by 
L.I. Ninjutsu Hanata Dojo, a karate center. 

• 263 Union Boulevard is a 1-story industrial building occupied by G.S. Inc. This building 
appears to be at least partially vacant. 

• 265 Union Boulevard is a small vacant store. 

• 267 and 267A Union Boulevard make-up one small, approximately 1,500-square-foot, 
1-story residential structure with two dwelling units. 

• 269 Union Boulevard is the site of the Sav-Way Fuel Oil, a plumbing and heating oil supply 
business located in a small, 2-story structure. This site houses Sav-Way's office and fuel oil 
truck storage area. 

• 273 and 275 Union Boulevard are two dwelling units in a 2--story, approximately 2,000-
square-foot house. 

• 279 Union Boulevard is the site of a 2-story, single-family home of approximately 1,000 
square feet. 
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Yaphank East Site 

To construct a new yard at Yaphank East, property would have to be acquired from Suffolk 
County (currently occupied by salt and sand stockpiles used by the Department of Public 
Works). Those stockpiles would be relocated elsewhere. The new yard would also require per
manent acquisition of part or all of a property containing one business, a privately owned tree 
farm. 

Yaphank West Site 

Development of a rail yard on the Yaphank West site would require permanent acquisition of 
property owned by Suffolk County and used for agriculture. 

Riverhead Site 

Use of this site for a rail yard would require acquisition of private property that may be in 
agricultural use (and for which alternative development plans are proposed). 

F. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The project, overall, results in economic benefits. It would, however, require acquisition of pri
vate property. The rights of owners and tenants of real property acquired to implement the pro
posed project, including permanent easements, are protected under the Uniform Act. Properties 
required for the Preferred Alternative would be acquired by MTA LIRR, which would 
follow the requirements of this law. The Uniform Act provides for equitable treatment of 
persons displaced from their homes, businesses, or farms by federal and federally assisted 
programs. It also establishes uniform and equitable land acquisition procedures. Once the 
project's final design is under way, property identification plans would be developed to 
identify every parcel affected by the project and to define the need for property 
acquisitions and/or easements. From property identification plans, preliminary title reports 
would be obtained to ascertain the owners of record and legal descriptions of the parcels. 
The parcels would then be certified as needed for the project and the acquisition process 
initiated. 

The MT A Real Estate Department is responsible for acquiring right-of-way and other real 
estate interests necessary to complete the project. The Real Estate Department would be 
assisted by the right-of-way coordinator from the East Side Access Project team. The ac
quisition process would consist of the following six steps: identification of required real 
estate once final design information is available; appraisal of required property; acquisi
tion, either through negotiation or eminent domain; settlement or litigation of any claims 
for additional compensation or property damage; relocation of occupants if necessary; 
and property management, including demolition of improvements. MT A will adhere to 
the federal regulations of the Uniform Act, which covers the appraisal and acquisition of 
real property, relocation services, moving payments, replacement housing payments, and 
other allowable expense payments. 

The site selection and evaluation process to be undertaken for new storage yards on Long 
Island will include a detailed evaluation of properties required and businesses and/or 
residents affected. Acquisition of any required properties will be conducted in accordance 
with all applicable laws and regulations. •:• 
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A. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

This chapter assesses the visible changes that would result from the East Side Access Project 
and considers the effect those changes would have on the areas nearby. Study areas for the as
sessment of visual considerations have been defined for the visible project elements of the 
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative in Queens and for each of the major 
Preferred Alternative project components: the Manhattan alignment, the Queens alignment, the 
four possible replacement railroad yards-Blissville Yard, Maspeth Yard, and Fresh Pond Yard 
in Queens, and Highbridge Yard in the Bronx (study area maps are provided in each section of 
"Existing Conditions," below). The study areas correspond with project elements that are ex
pected to be visible to the public from surrounding areas. As described below, the majority of 
the proposed work for the Manhattan alignment would be underground, though visible elements 
would include work within Grand Central Terminal (GCT), proposed off-street pedestrian en
trances, and an above-ground ventilation facility. 

For the Queens alignment, proposed work would predominantly involve tunnel and track con
struction within existing active rail yards. However, proposed project elements, such as a new 
passenger station at Sunnyside, ventilation facilities, and Harold Interlocking work outside the 
Sunnyside yard area, would be visible to surrounding areas. The TSM Alternative would also 
result in visible changes in Queens. Due to the nature of the work planned within the replace
ment rail yards-Blissville or Maspeth, Fresh Pond, and Highbridge Yards--and the locations 
of the yards themselves, project elements are not expected to be visually prominent to the sur
rounding areas. 

No study area was defined for Roosevelt Island for visual and aesthetic considerations because 
no visual change is anticipated. Proposed construction of the substation on Roosevelt Island 
would require subsurface work that, when completed, would not be significantly visible above 
ground. 

In addition, the seven sites being assessed in this FEIS to illustrate the effects of new night
time storage yards are also considered in this chapter (for more information on the assess
ment of these sites, please see Chapter 2, /!Project Alternatives/!). The study areas for 
these sites correspond with the areas around the sites from which potential yard elements 
could be visible. 

The study areas are large enough to characterize the visual context of whatever element would 
be changing, but exclude areas where project components would not be visible. The existing 
visual conditions and resources within each of the study areas are analyzed below, followed by 
a discussion of the impact of the project alternatives. The focus of the analysis is on those areas 
that are accessible to the public that could be affected visually by any of the alternatives, notably 
proposed work in GCT and project elements that would be visible to the surrounding area. Infor
mation for this analysis was collected through field visits to the TSM and Preferred Alternative 
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study areas, which are the areas within visual range of project components. Viewer groups in 
each area are identified and duration of views assessed to determine any potential impacts. 

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

MANHATTAN 

STUDY AREA 

The locations where project elements would be visible for the Preferred Alternative include: 

• GCT, Main Concourse level: Biltmore Room (Preferred Alternative Options 1 and 2); either 
the existing unused ticket windows in the Main Concourse (Options 1 and 2) or the area of 
existing stores along the east side of the Shuttle Passageway (Option 1). 

• GCT, Dining Concourse level: along the north wall in the areas of the entrances, tracks, and 
platforms at tracks 114 through 117, and in new public areas to be developed in Metro
North's Madison Yard, which is not currently visible to the public (Options 1 and 2). 

• 47 East 44th Street (Options 1 and 2). 

• The sites of the possible new pedestrian entrances (Options 1 and 2). As described in Chap
ter 2 ("Project Alternatives"), possible locations for these new entrances have been identi
fied. As designs progress, these locations may shift to areas in close proximity to the iden
tified sites, but the overall visual context of the entrance sites would remain the same. 

These areas and their visual context are described below (see Figure 6-1 ). There would be no 
visible elements of the TSM Alternative in Manhattan. 

GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

Affected Areas 

The Biltmore Room is located in the northwest quadrant of the terminal and connected to the 
Main Concourse by a marble passageway, the Biltmore Concourse. It is a large, square space 
with glossy marble walls and a high ceiling with classical moldings. The center of the room is 
currently occupied by a large, modem newsstand, utilitarian in appearance. In the Main Con
course, the mostly unused ticketing windows in the east half of the south wall are similar in 
appearance to the ticketing windows in the west half, which are used by Metro-North Railroad 
(MNR). Both the east and west windows are a series of rectangular openings filled with decora
tive, scrolled brass grilles set in long marble booths. 

The existing stores adjacent to the Shuttle Passageway are recently installed, glass-fronted retail 
spaces, including a bookstore. 

On the Dining Concourse level, the entrances to tracks 114 through 117 extend along the Dining 
Concourse's north wall. Decorative arched stone plaques are located above each entrance, 
which are also framed by smaller, rectangular train information displays. There are also decora
tive brass grilles set high in the wall. The area of tracks 114 through 117 consists of parallel sets 
of depressed railroad tracks separated by plain concrete platforms. This area is at a lower grade 
than the public spaces of the Dining Concourse level and is accessed by steel and concrete stair
cases at each entrance. 
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Visual Context 

GCT is a landmark of extraordinary grandeur. Its public interior spaces, the Main and Dining 
Concourses, are grand, marble-clad rooms with connecting vaulted passageways. These interior 
spaces, equaling the terminal's monumental limestone facade in terms of elegant design and 
beauty, are also inspiring visual resources. The Main Concourse's barrel-vaulted veiling, rising 
120 feet, is decorated with illuminated constellations, which have recently been cleaned andre
stored as part of a major renovation and restoration of the terminal's interior. Also as part of this 
renovation, a planned, though previously unbuilt, grand marble staircase has been erected on the 
east side of the Main Concourse to match the one on the west side. The north wall of the Main 
Concourse is lined with the arched open entrances to MNR tracks and platforms. The southern 
wall is occupied by a series of marble ticket booths with long, modem train display destination 
boards above them. The ticket booths are divided by the wide passage extending to Vanderbilt 
Hall and 42nd Street. 

New retail spaces designed with glass and metal grille storefronts have been constructed on the 
Main Concourse level. These are located along the passages extending from the Main Con
course, including the Lexington Passage that extends east from the Main Concourse and near the 
Shuttle Passageway, to the west of the Main Concourse. 

The Biltmore Room is visible only from the immediate areas surrounding it, such as the Bilt
more Concourse and the 45th Street Roosevelt Passage, as it is located at the edge of the ter
minal. The east ticketing windows are visible from within the Main Concourse and for a short 
distance on the Lexington Passage. 

The new stores are visible from the Shuttle Passageway, which extends to the north and south, 
just west of the Main Concourse. The Shuttle Passageway has marble walls with high ceilings 
and splits into two parallel passageways as it extends south. The east passage is at the same level 
as the rest of the Main Concourse and leads to the subway. The passage to the west is a ramp 
that gradually ascends to the wood and glass-fronted entrance doors leading out to East 42nd 
Street. 

The large, central Dining Concourse area is a large marble room with passageways that extend 
east and west from it. This concourse has also been modernized with new restaurant spaces and 
seating areas throughout. In the immediate vicinity of the entrances to tracks 114 and 117, mo
dem new restaurant spaces are cut into the west walls of the concourse. Two escalators are also 
located along this wall between the restaurant areas. This area is located to the far west of the 
Dining Concourse level behind the grand marble stairs that extend from the Main Concourse, 
isolating this area from views from the majority of the Dining Concourse. The tracks and plat
forms are only visible from the entrances to the tracks and the immediate vicinity around the en
trances. 

OTHER AREAS IN MANHATTAN 

Affected Areas 

47 East 44th Street. This 5-story, buff-colored brick building occupies a small lot on the north 
side of the street between Vanderbilt and Madison Avenues (see view 1 of Figure 6-2). This 
simply designed structure, dating from the late 19th century, consists of a plainly articulated fa
cade with ornament limited to simple geometric brick detailing. Large unadorned window 
openings are set shallowly into the facade above a modem glazed coffee shop at street level. 
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New Entrance Sites. Current designs for the project envision a total of five new entrances for 
each project option, at the following possible locations: 

• 200 Park Avenue, the Metropolitan Life Building, is a tall, 58--story glass and concrete 
tower that straddles Park Avenue. It is oriented east-west, set on a wide 1 0-story base, and 
contiguous with GCT to the south. A triple-story arcade surrounds the building's lower 
glass-fronted 3 stories (see view 2 of Figure 6-2). A restaurant with a modem glazed store
front surmounted by a red canopy, surrounded by an outdoor sidewalk cafe with tables and 
chairs, is at the northwest comer of the building. 

• 270 Park Avenue, the Chase Building, is a prominent glass curtain-wall building with a 52-
story tower on Park Avenue and a 12-story annex along Madison Avenue that occupies the 
entire block bounded by Park and Madison Avenues, between East 47th and 48th Streets. 
The Park Avenue tower is set in a wide open plaza (see view 3 of Figure 6-3). An arcade of 
square columns encircles the base of the tower, supporting its cantilever above street level. 
A newly constructed, small glass and metal shelter housing the MNR entrance to GCT is lo
cated adjacent to the building on the north side of East 47th Street. On East 48th Street, a 
low, narrow stone planter containing small trees and shrubs divides the plaza from the side
walk. 

• 280 Park Avenue is located on the north side of East 48th Street across from 270 Park Ave
nue. This 28-story glass-and-metal sheathed modem structure fron1s onto Park Avenue, with 
an adjoining 42-story tower behind it (see view 4 of Figure 6-3). On both 48th and 49th 
Streets and on Park Avenue, there is a shallow paved plaza in front of the building. On the 
side streets, the plaza has several square and rectangular stone planters containing small 
shrubs and trees. 

• 245 Park A venue occupies the entire block between Park and Lexington A venues between 
East 46th and 47th Streets (see view 5 of Figure 6-4). It is a 45-story, modem, glass and 
metal framed structure with a square-columned arcade that surrounds the structure at street 
level, set on a shallow paved plaza. 

• 347 Madison Avenue is a stone and brick clad building that occupies the southeast comer 
of Madison Avenue and East 45th Street (see view 6 of Figure 6-4). This building has a pre
dominantly unomamented 4-story limestone base topped by 16 stories clad in buff-colored 
brick with limestone and terra cotta trim. There are ground-floor retail spaces located along 
East 45th Street. The retail space occupied by Grand Central Opticals is at the comer with 
Madison A venue and is a simple glazed storefront of a plain design. 

• 335 Madison Avenue occupies the entire block between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues 
between East 43rd and 44th Streets. The Bank of America building is a 26-story glass, metal 
and stone clad structure with stores located at street level (see view 7 of Figure 6-5). The 
northwest comer of the building at Madison A venue and East 44th Street is occupied by a 
retail space with large plate glass and metal display windows set between stone sheathed 
piers. 

Visual Context 

The area within visual range of the Manhattan project sites is roughly bounded by Lexington 
A venue to the east, Madison A venue to the west, East 48th Street to the north, and East 42nd 
Street to the south. This is an extremely dense urban center characterized by tall buildings from 
all periods beginning in the early 20th century and by substantial traffic and pedestrian activity. 
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Between these two avenues, GCT, the Metropolitan Life Building, and the Helmsley Building 
together form a massive island, interrupting the north-south and east-west flow of traffic and 
people on Park A venue and on East 43rd and 44th Streets. Park Avenue traffic uses a viaduct, 
built at the time of GCT, which winds its way through and around the three large structures and 
crosses East 42nd Street. Alongside and partially beneath the viaduct is Vanderbilt A venue, a 
relatively narrow road that runs from East 42nd Street to East 47th Street. From East 47th Street 
to East 49th Street, a pedestrian walkway through two buildings--270 and 280 Park A venue
continues the route of Vanderbilt Avenue for two additional blocks. 

In most locations, the area's streetscape is dominated by the masonry or steel and glass street
walls of Manhattan's buildings and skyscrapers, which generally limit visibility of any indi
vidual feature beyond the blocks on which it is located. The exception is Park A venue, which 
offers a north-south vista that includes all its sidewalks, roadways and median, building plazas, 
and a variety of office buildings, all focusing at its southern end on the Helmsley Building, with 
its grand pyramidal roof capped by an ornate cupola silhouetted against the 58-story, concrete, 
steel, and glass 1960's Metropolitan Life Building. In the area, there are also two small, newly 
constructed steel and glass shelters that house the Metro-North entrances to GCT. One is located 
at the comer ofMadison Avenue and East 47th Street and the other at the comer ofPark Avenue 
and East 48th Street. 

QUEENS 

STUDY AREA 

The locations where project elements for the TSM Alternative would be visible include: 

• Hunters Point A venue bridge in Hunters Point. 

• Proposed route of the pedestrian walkway along Borden A venue between the Long Island 
City LIRR station and East River ferry terminal in Long Island City. 

• East River ferry terminal in Long Island City. 

• Long Island Expressway (LIE). 

The locations where project elements for the Preferred Alternative would be visible include: 

• The yards: the complex of railroad activities at Yard A, Sunnyside Yard, the LIRR right-of-
way, and Harold Interlocking. 

• The buildings at 2950-2970 Northern Boulevard near 41st Avenue. 

• Queens Boulevard bridge, near Skillman A venue. 

• Intersection of 43rd Street and the LIRR bridges (northwest comer). 

• Area between 43rd Street to 48th Streets, bounded by 37th and Barnett Avenues. 

All of these areas and their visual context are described below (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of 
Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives" for locations of the TSM elements and Figure 6-6 in this chap
ter for locations of the Preferred Alternative Queens alignment elements). 
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AREAS AFFECTED BY THE TSM ALTERNATIVE 

Affected Areas 

Hunters Point Avenue Bridge. The Hunters Point Avenue bridge is the narrowest of the via
duct bridges that cross the yards and is located at the western end of the rail yard complex. It 
carries two-way traffic and is four lanes wide. It is bordered by concrete sidewalks with chain
link fencing along the west side of the bridge and combined fencing of approximately 4 foot 
high concrete walls topped by chain-link fencing along the east side. Access to the Hunters Point 
LIRR station is located from the bridge via covered stairs that descend from either side of the 
bridge to the train platform below. 

Proposed Route o(the Pedestrian Walkway. This encompasses the sidewalk on the south side 
of Borden Avenue (which is an east-west street) east of the present Long Island City LIRR 
station to 2nd Street, and the parking lot of the East River ferry terminal. The sidewalk is ap
proximately 15 feet wide, and is divided from the LIRR's property by a metal chain-link fence. 
There are standard metal street lamps, parking meters, and short, round, concrete bollards placed 
at even intervals along the edge of the sidewalk with the street. The parking lot of the ferry ter
minal is a flat, unlandscaped, at-grade paved surface with street lamps around its perimeter. 

East River Ferry Terminal Slip. The New York Waterway slip extends for a short distance 
into the water and is constructed of wooden piles with a concrete walkway. A rubber bumper is 
attached to the edge of the slip where the boats dock. 

Long Island Expressway. The Long Island Expressway (LIE) is a prominently visible, major 
transportation spine that extends through Queens. The proposed location of the flyover ramp 
near the 74th Street underpass is on the expressway's elevated roadbed that crosses a deep 
ravine containing the New York Connecting Railroad freight line tracks on a concrete bridge. 
The expressway gradually becomes elevated east of 74th Street, supported by concrete retaining 
walls, with the bridge supported on piers on either side of the trackbed. The one-lane-wide north 
collector/distributor roadway runs parallel to the highway at the same elevation and on the same 
bridge, and is separated from the highway by a standard concrete Jersey barrier. Tall pole
mounted lights line the road at even intervals. 

The area of the proposed new eastbound entrance ramp, east of Queens Boulevard, encompasses 
the LIE service road, the eastbound portion of the LIE, and the embankment between the two 
roads. The three-lane-wide service road, which runs alongside the LIE, carries one-way traffic 
and is at a lower elevation than the LIE. The eastbound portion of the LIE is three lanes wide 
and separated from the westbound portion by low metal guard rails or concrete Jersey barriers. 
There are tall pole mounted lights along the highway, and large signs on metal grid structures 
are mounted above. A low concrete retaining wall runs between the expressway and the em
bankment, which is approximately 20 feet wide and planted with small shrubs and trees. 

Visual Context 

Hunters Point Avenue Bridge. The area east and west of the bridge consists ofthe depressed 
railroad tracks of the rail yard complex, covered concrete platform of the Hunterspoint Avenue 
LIRR station that extends east and west of bridge at track level, and the No. 7 subway tracks. At 
the north end of the bridge, stairs lead down into the below-grade subway station from the east 
side of the bridge. The bridge is visible from the north on Hunters Point Avenue and the imme
diately surrounding commercial and light industrial buildings that line the avenue. The bridge 
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can also be seen at the dead end of Skillman A venue at Hunters Point A venue, where a paved 
parking lot and plain brick commercial buildings are located. 

Proposed Route ofthe Pedestrian Walkway and Ferry Slip. The area within visual range of 
the proposed walkway and ferry slip consists of a commercial/light manufacturing district and 
the LIRR station and surrounding rail yard. Borden Avenue is a two-way street that runs east
west between the LIE and 2nd Street. Views down Borden Avenue are blocked by a large, mo
dem, approximately 6-story brick ventilation structure located in the middle of the avenue just 
east of 5th Street. East of this structure, the north side of Borden A venue is lined with plain, 
2-story brick commercial structures, including a restaurant. The south side of Borden A venue 
is occupied by the railroad's property, including the at-grade LIRR tracks and the LIRR's supply 
and service depot at the southeast comer with 2nd Street, where small metal and brick structures 
and construction materials are located. The westernmost street in the area, closest to the river, 
is 2nd Street. This north-south street is a two-way street lined with a variety of disparate struc
tures, including a large brick power plant with tall smokestacks dating from the early 20th 
century, and a small stone building with a peaked roof dating from the late 19th century. On the 
west side of 2nd Street near Borden A venue is a parking lot for ferry passengers. Several 
structures are located in and around the ferry parking lot, including modem metal shed-like 
structures, a Con Edison substation and massive eight-silo concrete storage terminal, and older 
early 20th century brick structures. The shoreline at and around the ferry slip consists of a dirt 
and rubble embankment, with what appears to be the remnants of an old pier nearby. 

Long Island Expressway. The LIE runs generally east-west and is elevated in the vicinity of 
the proposed LIE flyover ramp. In this area, the expressway passes a warehouse district to the 
north and a residential district to the south. On either side of the highway are collector/ 
distributor roads. These roads drop below the level of the highway to meet 74th Street, which 
passes beneath the expressway. Also in this area, LIRR tracks run north-south in a deep cut 
beneath the LIRR east of 75th Street. Two service roads parallel the expressway, at grade with 
the rest of the surrounding area. 

North of the raised LIE and its at-grade service road, a small block of short, detached and 
attached brick houses is located between 74th and 73rd Streets, and several plain, 1- and 2-story 
warehouses are east of 74th Street. From these areas, views of the LIE are of the tall retaining 
wall; the roadbed is not visible. On the south side of the LIE, several 3- and 4-story attached 
homes and apartment houses line the at-grade service road. Again, views of the LIE from this 
neighborhood are of the approximately 20- to 25-foot concrete retaining wall rather than of the 
roadbed. However, between 74th and 75th Streets, as the service road rises to meet the highway 
grade, the expressway is partially visible through chain-link fencing. 

The area surrounding the location of the TSM Alternative's new LIE entrance ramp is primarily 
residential to the north, with tall brick apartment complexes, and a large paved parking area to 
the south. The LIE is elevated as it passes through this area; views of the expressway from the 
residential neighborhood on the north side are blocked by the expressway's concrete retaining 
walls and solid fencing extending along the north side of the LIE. From the parking area on the 
south, the service road and LIE are clearly visible, as only a grassy strip with a sidewalk divides 
this area from the service road. 
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AREAS AFFECTED BY THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, THE YARDS: YARD A/ARCH 
STREET YARD, SUNNYSIDE YARD, AND THE AMTRAKILIRR TRACKS 

Affected Areas 

Yard A/Arch Street Yard, Sunnyside Yard, and the Amtrak and LIRR Main Line and Port 
Washington Branch tracks ("the yards") appear as one vast area of railroad tracks interspersed 
with electrical facilities, poles, and wires; and 1- to 3-story early 20th century masonry buildings 
and modem metal structures and trailers, utilitarian in appearance (see Figure 6-7). This whole 
area is depressed below the surrounding land. Vegetation is sparse, mostly consisting of short 
trees and lightly overgrown grassy areas in isolated locations, with the exception of the southern 
edge, which is bordered by taller and much denser vegetation. Rail cars are stored on the tracks, 
particularly in the center of Sunnyside Yard, where Amtrak trainsets and catenary wires 
dominate views. At the northern portion of the yards, Yard A and Arch Street Yard are less 
used. This area appears partially vacant, with some freight cars on the tracks but little other 
visible activity. This portion of the yards does not have overhead electrical wires. 

Along the southern boundary of the yards complex, Amtrak and LIRR trains move through 
along an embankment (see Figures 6-8 and 6-9). The railroad tracks taper to a narrow point at 
the yards' western end; beneath the Hunters Point Avenue bridge, the concrete platforms of the 
LIRR's Hunterspoint Avenue station are alongside the tracks. The station is accessed from 
covered stairs at the bridge. 

Visual Context 

The visual character of the area surrounding the yards is that of an industrial district consisting 
of a variety of early and mid-20th century manufacturing and warehouse buildings. The location 
of the yards below the surrounding land, as well as the densely built-up character of the sur
rounding area, almost completely isolate the yards from view from the surrounding neighbor
hoods. On the north side of the yards, views of the yards are largely blocked by a barrier of 2-
to 8-story brick warehouse buildings that line the south side of Northern Boulevard and abut the 
yards (see view 3 of Figure 6-8). The yards are visible at the ends of streets that extend south 
from Northern Boulevard to dead-end at the yards. To the east, shorter buildings along 43rd 
Street and 42nd Place also create a similar streetwall that obstructs views. These structures are 
typically 2-story, plain commercial buildings dating from the 1960's and 1980's with loading 
docks at street level. Those who work in the buildings and within the yard itself do have views 
of the yard. At the west end of the complex, limited views into Arch Street Yard are available 
from 21st Street. 

On the south side of the yards, Skillman Avenue runs along the southern border of the yards (see 
view 6 of Figure 6-10). There are no buildings between Skillman Avenue and the yards, but 
fencing along the yards' edge obscures views down into them, except in some locations where 
fencing is broken or missing (see view 7 ofF igure 6-1 0). East of the Queens Boulevard bridge, 
the approximately 8-foot-high fencing consists of densely woven metal that effectively blocks 
views. West of the bridge, the edge of the yards is less well maintained with older metal pole 
and chain-link fencing. In this area, heavy vegetation also blocks views in places where the 
fence is dilapidated. In areas where there are opportunities to see into the yards, pedestrians and 
workers in the commercial and industrial buildings across the street have limited, sporadic views 
in the immediate areas of the openings. 
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At the western point of the yards, the steel and concrete LIE bridge spans the tracks and blocks 
views of the yards from the west. Five other bridges span the yards at relatively even intervals. 
These bridges typically carry two-way traffic and have narrow concrete sidewalks with a variety 
of impermeable metal or concrete walls that obstruct views. In the few locations where there is 
chain-link fencing, the yards can be partially seen through the fencing, providing, at most, short, 
passing views into the yards. The yards are not visible to the general public on the Honeywell 
Street bridge, as it is currently closed and in a poor state of repair (see view 8 of Figure 6-11). 
(As described later in this chapter, rehabilitation is planned for this bridge so that it can be 
reopened in the future.) The yards are also visible from the Queens Boulevard bridge above the 
middle of the yards-both from subway trains traveling on the tracks above the roadway, and 
from a few locations on the roadway, described below (see view 9 of Figure 6-11). In addition, 
the yards can be seen in passing by passengers traveling on the Amtrak and LIRR trains that run 
adjacent to the yards. 

OTHER AREAS AFFECTED BY THE PREFERRED ALTERNA17VE IN QUEENS 

Affected Areas 

2950-2970 Northern Boulevard. These three 1- and 3-story manufacturing and warehouse 
buildings, dating from the 1920's (and now owned by MTA), have an abandoned appearance, 
with peeling paint as well as graffiti on the facades of the buildings at street level (see view 10 
ofFigure 6-12). These structures are separated by narrow parking lots that are fenced off from 
Northern Boulevard. 

Queens Boulevard Bridge. The bridge spans the yards (Yard A, Sunnyside Yard, and the LIRR 
Main Line and Port Washington Branch tracks) at midpoint and is a prominent, heavily traveled 
thoroughfare (see view 9 of Figure 6-11 ). This metal bridge consists of a lower vehicular deck, 
four lanes wide, with narrow sidewalks on either side, and an upper deck on which subway 
trains run, blocking light to the vehicular deck. The yards are visible from a few locations on the 
vehicular deck to passing pedestrians, through small sections of chain-link fencing interspersed 
between larger sections of tall metal panels, and from a staircase on the east side of the bridge 
leading down to the yard, for use by authorized personnel. 

Intersection o( 43rd Street and LIRR Bridges. At the northwest comer of this intersection 
there is a long, 2-story commercial structure (see view 11 of Figure 6-12). Erected during the 
1980's, it has a flat roof and no ornament, with loading docks located at street level. 

Area between 43rd and 48th Streets. The two parallel group of tracks that compose the 
Amtrak and LIRR Main Line and Port Washington tracks cross 43rd and 48th Streets on two 
separate steel and concrete bridges. Between these streets, and bounded by 37th Avenue to the 
north and Barnett A venue to the south, the tracks run on a narrow, raised embankment that is at 
the same elevation as the bridges (see view 12 ofFigure 6-13). Tall metal poles and high-tension 
towers support electric wires that extend along the length of the tracks. The slopes of the em
bankment are covered in light vegetation and small trees. 

Visual Context 

2950-2970 Northern Boulevard. In visual range of this site, Northern Boulevard is a wide 
thoroughfare that carries two-way traffic. Above Northern Boulevard is a steel truss viaduct 
carrying elevated subway tracks. This supports for this structure divide Northern Boulevard into 
sections, and the structure blocks light to the street and severely restricts views of the site to 
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only the immediately surrounding area (see view 10 ofFigure 6-12). Along the south side of the 
street, contiguous with the project site, there are other brick commercial and parking structures, 
utilitarian in appearance. Most of these, like the structure at 2950-2970 Northern Boulevard, are 
built to the property line, forming a solid streetwall. Directly across Northern Boulevard is the 
large staging site ofMTA New York City Transit's (NYCT) 63rd Street Connector construction 
project. This site, blocked off from the street by tall wooden construction barriers, occupies 
almost the entire block between 41st A venue and 40th Road. At the entrance to the construction 
site, views are available of a large dirt area, an enormous hole in the ground, and mounds of dirt 
surrounding it. Views to the project site are blocked from Queens Plaza by the heavy framework 
of the elevated train structure. 

Queens Boulevard Bridge. The area surrounding the Queens Boulevard bridge consists pri
marily of the large expanse of the railroad yards it crosses, which extend east and west from the 
bridge and are described above. The bridge is also visible in the immediate vicinity of its north
em terminus at Northern Boulevard, which is lined by brick commercial and warehouse 
buildings, and from the congested, heavily traveled Queens Plaza approach to the bridge across 
Northern Boulevard. On Skillman Avenue, the bridge is visible for longer distances east and 
west on Skillman Avenue, as there are no buildings between the north side of this street and the 
railroad yards that block views of the bridge (see view 6 of Figure 6-lO). 

Intersection o( 43rd Street and the LIRR Bridges. The area surrounding the project site at the 
comer of 43rd Street and the LIRR bridge is defined by plain brick commercial buildings, 
parking lots, and small vacant areas (see view 14 of Figure 6-14). A winding road that carries 
two-way traffic with cars parked along its paved and unpaved shoulders, 43rd Street turns into 
42nd Place at Northern Boulevard. Due to the sharp curves in the road, the site is only visible to 
the immediately surrounding areas. 

Area between 43rd and 48th Streets. The areas within visual range of the LIRR bridges and 
embankment differ significantly to the north and south. On the north side of the railroad tracks, 
37th Avenue is predominantly industrial two-way street with little pedestrian traffic (see view 
12 of Figure 6-13). The south side of this street, contiguous with the railroad embankment, 
consists primarily of a vacant, cracked, paved area overgrown with small weeds. There are also 
several plain 1-story brick and concrete commercial buildings near 48th Street. On the north side 
of the street, there are a few plain, 1- and 2-story structures as well as fenced, vacant lots. One 
of these buildings has been converted for use as a church. Also on the north side of 37th 
A venue, there is a large and striking, newly constructed concrete and metal building with large 
Korean symbols and lettering reading "New York Presbyterian Church" on its west facade. 
Because there are no buildings along the south side of 37th A venue, the railroad embankment 
is clearly visible along that street-including from the two church buildings on the north side of 
the street. The railroad embankment is also visible from 43rd Street, described above. 

On the south side of the railroad embankment, a group of attached 1-story private residential 
garages and several 1-story, brick, boxy, commercial buildings are located on the north side of 
Barnett Avenue between the street and the railroad (see view 13 ofFigure 6-13). The 20 small 
garages, which are located on a slight incline commencing at the comer with 43rd Street, are 
plainly designed short structures with flat roofs. Along the Barnett Avenue side, they consist 
simply of wooden garage doors set in plain brick framing. Eastward, the remaining portion of 
this street to 48th Street is occupied by a variety of flat-roofed brick and concrete structures 
interspersed with small, chain-link, fenced-off parking areas. These structures appear to have 
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been built during the 1960's, some with small windows and with roll-down corrugated metal 
gates. 

The area south of Barnett Avenue is composed of a leafy, tree-lined neighborhood that has a 
suburban character and is a visual resource (and historic district). Lining the south side of 
Barnett A venue and the streets south of it are 2- and 3-story brick houses and taller brick apart
ment buildings that date from the 1920's and 1930's (see view 15 of Figure 6-14). Views of the 
railroad embankment from the south side of Barnett Avenue and the streets that dead-end onto 
it are mostly obstructed by the 1-story garages and commercial buildings on the north side of the 
street. However, where there are gaps between the buildings in the area of the small parking lots, 
described above, the train embankment and passing trains are visible. 

REPLACEMENT YARDS 

BLISSVILLE YARD, QUEENS 

Affected Area 

Blissville Yard is a swath of predominantly unused railroad property located near Newtown 
Creek (see Figure 6-15 and view 1 of Figure 6-16). The tracks are in poor condition and some 
are missing their wooden ties. They are overgrown with and surrounded by unkempt vegetation, 
small trees, and refuse. Along the northern edge of the yard, there are two sets of railroad tracks 
following different routes: the railroad tracks of the LIRR Montauk Branch run on an embank
ment supported by a concrete retaining wall, while an additional Montauk Branch track, which 
appears to be the only at-grade track in use in the yard, runs beside the embankment. 

Visual Context 

The area within visual range of the yard is industrial and commercial in character. To the south, 
a narrow, winding, paved service road extends along the edge of the yard at the same grade, 
leading to industrial buildings (see view 2 of Figure 6-16). This street is traveled by heavy 
trucks going to and from the industrial properties. There are utilitarian warehouse-type 
buildings, large cylindrical gas tanks and associated above-ground gas pipes, and lumber and 
gravel piles. Since there is no fencing between the road and the yard, the yard is clearly visible 
along this street and from the industrial properties opposite the yard. From the street, portions 
of the opposite industrial shoreline ofNewtown Creek are also visible. 

The north side of the yard is bordered by a variety of 1- and 3-story brick and concrete nonde
script commercial buildings on the north and south sides of Review Avenue, a busy, heavily 
traveled commercial street (see view 1 ofFigure 6-16 and view 3 ofFigure 6-17). The structures 
along the south side of the street abut the yard and form a wall that completely obstructs views 
into the yard, except where there are breaks between the buildings, such as a vacant lot, drive
way, or parking lot. However, the blocks between Review Avenue and the yard are deep, and, 
therefore, the yard is only visible from a distance, typically behind chain-link gates or vegetation 
(see view 4 of Figure 6-17). 

To the west ofBlissville Yard, the at-grade tracks of the LIRR Montauk Branch continue across 
a metal truss bridge that spans Dutch Kills. The tracks on the embankment drop down to grade 
and veer to the north across another railroad bridge spanning Dutch Kills. The yard is not visible 
from the Borden A venue bridge, which crosses Dutch Kills northwest of the yard, or to areas 
farther west across Dutch Kills. 
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East of the yard, one set ofLIRR tracks continues at-grade across a narrow service road that is 
an extension of Van Dam Street, south of Review Avenue. The service road descends from 
Review A venue, which in this location is at a higher elevation than the yard. It terminates at a 
paved parking lot that is located under the metal and concrete J.J. Byrne Memorial Bridge 
(Greenpoint Avenue), which spans the yard, industrial properties, and Newtown Creek. The 
four-lane bridge, bordered on either side by narrow sidewalks and chain-link fencing, offers 
viewers on the bridge-vehicular traffic and pedestrians-views, through the fencing, of the 
yard and industrial shorelines ofNewtown Creek to the west (see view 5 ofFigure 6-18). 

MASPETH YARD, QUEENS 

Affected Area 

Maspeth Yard consists of a long, flat, relatively narrow strip of land containing at-grade railroad 
tracks (see Figure 6-19 and view 1 of Figure 6-20). The active rail lines of the LIRR Montauk 
Branch run along the eastern edge of the yard paralleling the curve of Rust Street. Additional 
railroad tracks are located to the west of the LIRR tracks in unpaved areas surrounded by grass 
and light vegetation. There are also piles of construction materials, construction debris, such as 
broken-up rocks and concrete, and railroad cars stored in the yard. Tall wooden utility poles 
with wires extend along the length of the yard down its center. 

Visual Context 

Maspeth Yard is surrounded by a commercial and industrial area with the exception of a small 
residential district to the east. From the west, the yard is not visible, since structures along its 
border block any views. The western edge of the yard is lined with 1- to 4-story concrete and 
brick nondescript factory and warehouse-type buildings, some of which appear to be vacant (see 
view 1 of Figure 6-20). These structures, interspersed with parking lots and grassy unbuilt land 
parcels, effectively block views to the yard from areas to the west. 

The east side of the yard is bordered by Rust Street, a wide, four-lane road that is heavily traf
ficked. From Rust Street and properties across the road, the yard is clearly visible. The east side 
of the street, opposite the yard, is lined predominantly with 1- and 2-story brick and concrete 
warehouse buildings (see view 2 of Figure 6-20). South of Maspeth Avenue, however, a small 
residential area abuts Rust Street. Properties on the east side of the street include a 3-story house 
at Maspeth Avenue and a church and parish house on a sloping wooded block between 57th 
Road and 57th Drive (see view 3 of Figure 6-21). Along most of Rust Street, the yard is bor
dered by a chain-link fence that is periodically obscured by weed trees and bushes. Where there 
is no fencing, including gaps and the at-grade railroad crossings at Maspeth Avenue and 49th 
Street, the yard is clearly visible to passing vehicular and pedestrian traffic (see view 4 of Figure 
6-21 ). The yard can be seen from the residential structure on Rust Street between Maspeth 
Avenue and 57th Place, described above. It can also be seen for a short distance (within a block 
of the yard) in the residential area on the north side of 57th Road, where 10 small houses are 
located, and on the south side of 57th Drive, where 13 small, 2-story rowhouses are located. The 
yard is also fully visible to passersby who cross it using Maspeth A venue, a heavily trafficked 
road that crosses the yard and Montauk Branch tracks at grade, and at the 49th Street railroad 
crossing. Railroad crossing barriers and bells warn vehicles of oncoming trains. 
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Fresh Pond Yard consists of a depressed triangular area formed by three sets of railroad tracks, 
as well as an additional length of tracks to the west (see Figure 6-22). Where the yard can be 
seen, it consists of at-grade railroad tracks, separated by paved sections (see view 1 of Figure 
6-23). Tall wooden utility poles with associated utility wires extend along the paved portions. 
Freight rail cars are also stored along the tracks. A steel truss railroad bridge is also visible in 
the triangular portion of the yard near Mafera Park. 

Visual Context 

Fresh Pond Yard is visible from very few locations in the surrounding area. Much of the yard is 
bordered by industrial and commercial buildings. The yard is also bordered by a large cemetery, 
a park, and residential neighborhoods. Lutheran Cemetery, a large fenced, landscaped area on 
a hill, completely blocks views from the northeast. A modem retail shopping mall is located 
west and adjacent to the cemetery, and fronts onto Metropolitan Avenue, blocking views from 
the avenue. Along Admiral Avenue, approximately 45 attached 2-story frame rowhouses create 
a streetwall along the street's southern side. At the dead-end of the street, however, the tops of 
railroad cars in the yard are partially visible above dense fencing that runs along the northern 
edge of the yard (see view 2 of Figure 6-23). South and parallel to Admiral Avenue, a narrow 
rutted road slopes downward from the street, extending between the rear of the houses and the 
yard. The yard is visible only to the residents of the houses who use this small lane to access 
their garages, which front onto it (see view 3 of Figure 6-24). 

On the south and southwest, the yard is bordered by Traffic A venue, which runs parallel to the 
yard, and Mafera Park, which is adjacent. Traffic Avenue is a narrow commercial street that is 
lined with 1-story brick warehouse buildings of utilitarian appearance (see view 4 of Figure 
6-24). These buildings form a wall along the north side of the street, blocking all views to the 
yard. There is also a paved parking lot on Traffic Avenue, providing partial views of the yard, 
above fencing. This view is available for a short distance on tree-lined, residential Gates Ave
nue. From Mafera Park, a predominantly open, grassy area surrounded by a chain-link fence, -
only the top of the railroad bridge, described above, is visible above a tall, densely woven metal 
fence that borders the yard, since this portion of the yard is at a lower grade than the park (see 
view 5 ofFigure 6-25). 

To the southeast, Otto Road borders the yard. Like Traffic Avenue, this is a narrow street and 
its north side is similarly lined with 1-story nondescript brick warehouses and commercial 
buildings, as well as areas hidden by tall opaque fencing. The yard is only visible from the area 
immediately surrounding Otto Road's intersection with 68th Street, a residential street, as there 
is no fencing and an open paved area connects the street to the yard (see view 6 of Figure 6-25). 
The railroad tracks and stored freight cars are visible, as is the railroad bridge in the distance to 
the southwest (see view I of Figure 6-23). 

HIGHBRIDGE YARD, THE BRONX 

Affected Area 

Highbridge Yard is an isolated parcel ofland bordered by the Harlem River on the west, MTA 
Metro-North Railroad's (MNR) Hudson Line tracks and the elevated roadbed of the Major 
Deegan Expressway (1-87) on the east, the elevated Depot Place (Highbridge Ramp) access road 
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on the north, and the Major Deegan Expressway elevated ramp on the south (see Figure 6-26 
and view 1 of Figure 6-27). The yard is at the same grade as the Harlem River shoreline and has 
an irregular shape corresponding to the shoreline's curving configuration. The yard has a vacant 
unused look. It consists of a primarily paved area bordered by unmaintained lightly vegetated 
areas with several trailers and modem, 1-story, architecturally nondescript structures located 
throughout the area. The yard also includes railroad tracks, frequently used to store railroad cars. 

Visual Context 

Due to the yard's isolated location, described above, it is visible only from limited locations. 
Across the Harlem River from the site, the Manhattan shoreline consists of the at-grade and ele
vated portions of Harlem River Drive, the surrounding densely wooded steep slope of High
bridge Park, and two complexes of tall apartment buildings. However, since the heavily vege
tated slopes ofHighbridge Park are not open to the public, the yard is only visible from the park 
from a paved public observation walkway farther west in the park at West 172nd Street. This 
walkway terminates to the north at High Bridge Water Tower, a tall, 200-foot-high octagonal 
stone tower that is both a historic and visual resource (see view 2 of Figure 6-27). The yard is 
also visible from the tall residential buildings across the river. From the Manhattan side of the 
river, Highbridge Yard appears as a low industrial area in front of tall residential buildings (see 
view 3 of Figure 6-28). 

Along the eastern edge of the yard, active MNR tracks run north-south between the yard and a 
strip of overgrown land with scattered refuse that separates the tracks from the multilane Major 
Deegan Expressway. Passengers on MNR have quick, passing views of the yard as the trains 
pass by the area. The Major Deegan, which runs alongside the MNR tracks at a higher elevation, 
acts both as a visual corridor through the area and as a visual barrier to views of the yard from 
the east (see view 1 of Figure 6-27). East of the Major Deegan, Sedgwick Avenue parallels the 
highway and runs at the same grade. Views of the yard from the east are blocked for both 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic by tall stone walls that divide opposing traffic on the Major 
Deegan Expressway and by the concrete retaining walls that border portions of the highway. To 
the east, the land rises sharply upward from the river and highway, and the yard is only visible 
from a few scattered locations. Limited views are available from the stairs that connect 
University and Sedgwick Avenues at West 165th Street and from behind a barbed wire fence 
surrounding a residential parking lot on University Avenue between West 165th and 166th 
Streets (see view 4 Figure 6-29).The yard is also partially visible in the winter, through dense 
trees, from the western edge of the Highbridge Gardens apartment complex property between 
University and Sedgwick Avenues (see view 5 ofFigure 6-29). 

To the north, the yard is fully visible from High Bridge, a visual resource that is a striking for
mer aqueduct that spans the Harlem River and Major Deegan Expressway (the bridge is shown 
in view 3 of Figure 6-28). The bridge has in the past served as a pedestrian walkway, but it is 
currently closed to the public, except for a few days a year for special events. When publicly ac
cessible, this bridge provides clear views of the yard and across to the Manhattan shoreline (see 
view 1 of Figure 6-27). 

South of the yard, the elevated concrete and metal Major Deegan access ramp crosses the MNR 
tracks and obstructs views from the south. 
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LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

CERRO WIRE SITE 

Affected Area 

The Cerro Wire and adjacent former landfill are now-unused industrial property adjacent to the 
LIRR right-of-way. The Cerro Wire property contains open expanses of flat pavement along the 
railroad right-of-way and along Robbins Lane. In the center of the site are large derelict indus
trial structures. The southern end of the site is characterized by several large sandy depressions. 
To the east of the Cerro Wire property, the former Syosset Landfill is a wide paved expanse. 
The Town of Syosset uses some portions of the landfill area for parking Department of Public 
Works vehicles, but the landfill is largely unused and inactive. 

Visual Context 

The area within visual range of the proposed yard is composed of industrial and commercial dis
tricts. Overall, views into the site are limited by vegetation along Robbins Lane, by the raised 
Long Island Expressway (LIE) structure to the south, and by neighboring properties to the north 
and east. On the north, commercial and industrial properties along the railroad right-of-way 
block views from public thoroughfares of the yard site. From the east, the former Syosset Land
fill prevents access to the eastern edge of the site. Views ofthe site are available at some dis
tance, across the landfill property. In addition, while the site is completely blocked from public 
view by trees and houses along Colony Lane, it is possible that some private houses on the south 
and west side of Colony Lane may have a view of the site, especially from upper floors. 

BABYLON SITE 

Affected Area 

The Babylon site occupies the north side of Union Boulevard from near Higbie Lane on the east 
to Route 231 on the west. The site is occupied by a disparate mix of low-rise buildings of dif
ferent sizes, shaped, and uses. Some of the buildings are industrial in appearance and close to 
the street, while others have parking areas in front or beside them. School buses are parked be
hind many of the structures on the site. Three properties near the east end of the site are residen
tial, and have small yards and driveways. The western portion of the Babylon site is particularly 
industrial in appearance, with several large fuel storage tanks painted light blue. Behind those 
tanks, tall cellular communication towers are visible. Behind the variety of buildings and 
fencing on the site, glimpses of the LIRR tracks and existing Babylon Yard are visible. 

Visual Context 

In this area, Union Boulevard is a curving street that ranges in width from two to three lanes. 
Telephone and electric wires line both sides of Union Boulevard, supported on telephone poles. 
The south side of the street is more residential in appearance than the north, although it too in
cludes commercial buildings as well. Most of the nearby residential buildings south of the site 
are 2-story structures oriented to the south, away from Union Boulevard and toward a larger 
residential neighborhood to the south. The intersection of Union Boulevard and Higbie Lane is 
low-rise and commercial in appearance, with two gasoline stations, a convenience retail store, 
and a neighborhood business. 
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YAPHANK EAST SITE 

Affected Area 

The Yaphank East site includes a combination of undeveloped wooded land, property occupied 
by several of the varied low-rise structures of the Suffolk County Department of Public Works, 
and some of the land currently occupied by a tree farm. 

Visual Context 

Because it is located in the interior portion of the Department of Public Works facility, the 
Yaphank East site has little visibility to the surrounding area. It is visible from the Department 
ofPublic Works property itself, but that property is not open to the public. It is also visible from 
private property to the east and south, and from the westernmost edge of Southaven County 
Park. This portion of the park is not widely used, however, and does not include any public fa
cilities. The yard site is not visible from the nearest public thoroughfares-Yaphank A venue and 
Park Street-nor from the LIE to the north. 

YAPHANK WEST SITE 

Affected Area 

The Yaphank West site is currently a flat farmed field, with a wooded area at its western end. 
It lies adjacent to and at the same grade as the LIRR Ronkonkoma Branch. 

Visual Context 

The site is widely visible from the surrounding area, including from the Suffolk County Farm 
and Education Center to the north and the police facilities to the east and south. It is also visible 
from Yaphank Avenue, to the east. From all these vantages, the site appears to be part of the lar
ger agricultural area that continues to the north, west, and south of the site. 

The area surrounding the Yaphank West site is largely flat and open. To the south and west are 
several police facilities and the raised bridge of Yaphank Avenue as it crosses the LIRR right-of
way. To the north, the low-rise complex of structures at the Suffolk County Farm and Education 
Center are clustered close to Yaphank A venue, and agricultural fields stretch to the west. 

RONKONKOMA SITE 

Affected Area 

The Ronkonkoma site is located adjacent to the existing Ronkonkoma Yard, on property cur
rently partially occupied by a LIRR yard facility and partially wooded and vacant. 

Visual Context 

The proposed yard site is not visible from public thoroughfares, except via the dirt access drive
ways that lead from Railroad A venue into the Ronkonkoma Yard. The site is surrounded by 
wooded land on the south, east, and west sides and by the Ronkonkoma Yard on the north side. 
Residences on the north side of the existing yard are buffered from the yard by a high noise wall, 
and do not have views of the expansion property to the south. 
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Affected Area 
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The Pilgrim Hospital site is varied in appearance, because of the wide range of uses on the site 
today. It includes several underutilized former utility buildings that together block views of the 
southern portion of the yard site from Campus Road. Although they are in disrepair, those utility 
buildings are monumental in appearance and somewhat forbidding. Behind and beside these 
buildings, the yard site is predominantly vacant and vegetated, although it also includes several 
sewage ponds. 

Visual Context 

From Campus Road, the existing utility structures on the proposed yard site are clearly visible 
and connected in context with the rest of the extensive Pilgrim Hospital complex to the north. 
Most of the rest of the yard site is not currently visible from Campus Road, as it is blocked from 
view by those buildings. The site is not visible from the Sagtikos Parkway, because of the dense 
vegetation along the parkway. 

RIVERHEAD SITE 

Affected Area 

The proposed yard site is currently an undeveloped property, half an open field and the other 
half wooded (see Figure 6-30). The single set of train tracks along the northern border of the site 
runs slightly above grade at the western end of the site, but is at grade for most of the length of 
the site. The open portion of the yard site is separated from the tracks to its north by trees and 
shrubbery along most of the border. 

Visual Context 

The area within visual range of the proposed yard is residential to the north and vacant, unde
veloped land to the south (see Figure 6-30). A number of small streets and private dirt roads ex
tend toward the site from Hubbard A venue, some of which terminate within visual range of the 
existing tracks. The site is visible from the ends of some of these roads and from nearby houses, 
but it is otherwise not easily seen. Much of the land on the north side of the railroad is lined with 
wooden or chain link fences, trees, shrubs, and bushes, although at several locations, there are 
no barriers between the tracks and abutting properties. 

Specifically, 1st, 2nd, and 3rd Streets in the Riverhaven mobile home community all end at the 
tracks. Much of the community therefore has a view toward the yard down these streets. Since 
the right-of-way is slightly above grade in this area, this view is currently of the tracks, but not 
of the yard site beyond. To the east, Jackson Road also dead-ends at the tracks, but views of the 
land to the south of the tracks are predominantly obscured by vegetation. Two private roads 
originating at Hubbard Avenue lead to and cross the tracks. From these roads, the land south of 
the tracks is visible upon approaching the right-of-way from the north. Another private road at 
the eastern end of the study area dead-ends at an opening in the fencing, providing a view of the 
site to the south that is partially obscured by trees. In addition to these public views of the site, 
many houses adjacent to the north side of the tracks have views of the site. To the surrounding 
community, the yard site appears as an open area. Even when the site itself is blocked from 
view, the open sky above the yard is widely visible from the surrounding area. 
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C. FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

In the future, it is anticipated that the visual character of the study areas will remain unaltered 
or change minimally, based on the normal development patterns and pressures specific to each 
area. Projects projected for completion by 2010 or 2020 and general trends within each of the 
study areas are described below. 

MANHATTAN 

Within GCT, it is anticipated that repairs and projects designed to improve the appearance and 
circulation within the terminal will continue. However, since GCT is a protected historic 
structure, it is anticipated that any changes will be in keeping with the visual character of the 
existing building. Around GCT, in the area of the proposed ventilation facility and off-street pe
destrian entrances, it is unlikely that there will be many significant visual changes as this area 
is densely built up with predominantly large, fully occupied office buildings. Within this imme
diate vicinity of the terminal, there are no vacant lots open for development. Buildings could, of 
course, be demolished and larger, new structures erected in their place, as is the case with the 
Bear Steams World Headquarters building----currently being erected at 383 Madison Avenue, 
on the full block bounded by Madison and Vanderbilt A venues between East 46th and 47th 
Streets-and the planned development of a new building at 310 Madison A venue, between 41st 
and 42nd Streets. 

QUEENS 

In the area of the Queens alignment, several future projects will change the visual character of 
the yards and the immediate area. The proposed renovation and reconstruction of the currently 
closed and dilapidated Honeywell Street bridge that spans the yards will improve the visual 
character of the immediately surrounding area and generate greater vehicular and pedestrian ac
tivity at the bridge. The planned widening of the Queens Boulevard bridge will also change the 
appearance of that cramped, dark bridge, by creating wider, more spacious sidewalks. New cy
clone fencing will be installed along the sidewalks' edges, and a concrete Jersey barrier will be 
placed between the new sidewalk and vehicle lanes for pedestrian safety. 

North of Sunnyside Yard, new development of large office buildings is anticipated close to 
Northern Boulevard south of Queens Plaza by 2010 (for more discussion, see Chapter 3, "Land 
Use, Zoning, and Public Policy"). These new offices will change the appearance of the area 
north of the yards complex, particularly on the south side of Queens Plaza. In that area, several 
large-scale new office buildings may be constructed along the edge of the yards complex. These 
new buildings will bring new pedestrian activity to the area. In addition, north of Queens Plaza, 
NYCT will be completing its 63rd Street Connector Project by 2001, ending the use of the large 
parcel at 41st A venue as a construction staging area. 

REPLACEMENT YARDS: BLISSVILLE, MASPETH, FRESH POND, AND 
HIGHBRIDGE 

No significant visual changes are anticipated within or surrounding Blissville, Maspeth, or Fresh 
Pond Yards, as these areas are not subject to intense development pressures. At Highbridge 
Yard, it is possible that a new residential development, proposed on a platform over Highbridge 
Yard, may significantly alter the visual appearance of the area by erecting new residential and 
community-related buildings (see Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy"). In 
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addition, the possible construction of an easement in the area of the vacant land parcel sepa
rating Highbridge Yard and the Major Deegan Expressway, to connect to a proposed Bronx 
waterfront esplanade north and south ofHighbridge Yard, will also change the visual character 
of the Bronx shoreline in this area. However, none of these plans have progressed since the De
partment of City Planning's 1993 Plan for the Bronx Wateifront was published (see Chapter 3). 
Therefore, they may not be pursued prior to construction of the proposed project. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

As discussed in Chapter 3, several of the yard sites assessed in this FEIS are being considered 
for other development in the future. At two of the sites (Cerro Wire and Riverhead), that 
development would be in direct conflict with development of the sites as rail yards. At Pilgrim 
Hospital, future development may or may not allow development of a rail yard. At each of these 
sites, those future developments would significantly change the appearance of the sites and the 
visual context of the immediate area. Other than those potential developments, no specific 
changes are expected that would alter the visual character of any of the Long Island storage yard 
sites in the future. 

D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The following discussion considers the potential impacts on visual and aesthetic considerations 
that may result from the operation of the project alternatives. Impacts during construction are 
documented separately in Chapter 1 7, "Construction and Construction Impacts." 

The analysis considers the visual impacts of the project alternatives on the study areas. The 
visual and aesthetic conditions are described for those areas seen at street level and do not con
sider the effects the alternatives have below the surface (tunnels, tracks and platforms, substa
tions, and underground ventilation facilities), since these areas are not visible to the public. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No Action Alternative is the benchmark against which other project alternatives are com
pared. In this alternative, existing visual conditions would not alter dramatically at any of the 
New York City sites described above. Conditions would be the same as discussed above under 
"Future Conditions Common to All Alternatives." 

As described in Chapter 2 ( 11Project Alternatives~~), the No Action Alternative would re
quire development of a new railroad yard on the Port jefferson Branch for nighttime stor
age of LIRR rail cars.* Ifthe Cerro Wire site is selected for construction of a rail storage yard 
under the No Action Alternative, the new yard would change the appearance of the site itself, 
but would otherwise not affect visual character. The site is not readily visible from most public 
places, and the yard would be similar in visual character to the industrial structures currently on 
the property. The No Action Alternative would not require changes to the other potential 
yard sites analyzed in this FEIS. 

* See page S-6 of the Executive Summary or pages 2- 7 through 2-5 of Chapter 2, 11 Project Alter
natives, 11 for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. 

6-19 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

As described above, the Transportation Systems Management (ISM) Alternative would require 
construction of project elements separate from the Preferred Alternative. Like the No Action 
Alternative, the TSM Alternative would require a new rail storage yard on the Port Jeffer
son Branch. Other visible project elements-including a new pedestrian bridge connecting the 
LIRR and subway stations at the Hunters Point A venue bridge, construction of a new covered 
pedestrian walkway between the Long Island City LIRR station and the East River ferry ter
minal at Long Island City, possible construction of a new ferry slip at the ferry terminal, and 
construction of new flyover and entrance ramps within the LIE right-of-way-are anticipated to 
make visual changes, but not significantly alter the visual character of any of the surrounding 
areas. 

The proposed new pedestrian bridge to connect the LIRR and subway stations at Hunters Point 
A venue would be constructed contiguous with the east side of the Hunters Point A venue bridge 
and at the same height. It is anticipated that the new walkway would be bordered by some form 
of protective barriers, such as concrete or chain-link fencing. It would require the widening of 
the bridge to accommodate the new walkway for the approximately 200-foot length between the 
LIRR and subway stations, and would also require the installation of new piers to support the 
bridge. A new, widened stairwell and new elevator from the bridge to the LIRR platform and a 
new subway entrance from the walkway would also be constructed. The new pedestrian bridge, 
which would constitute a visual continuation of the existing Hunters Point Avenue bridge, 
would not significantly alter the visual character of the existing bridge nor substantially change 
any views to the bridge. It is also not anticipated that the construction of new access stairs and 
an elevator to and from the new pedestrian bridge and the LIRR and subway stations, where 
such forms of access currently exist, would constitute a significant visual change. 

The proposed 500-foot-long pedestrian walkway in Long Island City would extend west from 
the Long Island City LIRR station along the existing sidewalk on Bordm A venue, continue west 
through the existing East River ferry terminal paved parking lot, to the New York Waterway 
ferry slip. Though not fully designed, it is anticipated that the walkway would be unenclosed but 
covered by a roof, which would be supported by columns at even intervals along the walkway. 
The walkway would not obstruct any views to the water from the public right-of-way, as views 
are currently only permitted from within the ferry terminal parking lot due to the presence of 
large and multiple structures in and around the parking lot that block views from the west. The 
walkway itself would not negatively alter the visual context of the immediately surrounding 
area, which is defined by a mixture of commercial, railroad, and ferry terminal uses. It is also 
possible that the existing ferry slip would be enlarged to handle a greater number of boats or lar
ger ferries. However, since this change would only be visible from within the ferry parking lot 
in close proximity to the shore, no significant visual changes are anticipated. Therefore, neither 
the proposed walkway or enlargement of the ferry slip would have a significant adverse impact 
on, nor negatively alter the visual context of, the immediately surrounding areas. 

The TSM Alternative's new flyover ramp on the LIE would connect the LIE's north (west
bound) connector/distributor road to a new westbound lane in the center of the expressway via 
a new elevated ramp that would pass above the existing westbound t::xpressway lanes, essen
tially providing another tier of highway structure above the existing expressway. The ramp 
would be at its highest point on the bridge that crosses the railroad tracks, gradually declining 
to meet the expressway at 74th Street. Although it would likely be visible to some of the 
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surrounding area, the new flyover ramp would be similar in materials and appearance to the 
existing LIE structure, and would not be expected to change the visual character of the LIE, al
ready an obtrusive transportation artery in the area. 

The TSM Alternative's new eastbound entrance ramp to the LIE east of Queens Boulevard 
would create a new connection from the south LIE service road to the LIE on a ramp that would 
rise and cross the existing embankment. The construction of a ramp within the LIE right-of-way 
-between its service road and the expressway itself-would not be a significant visual change 
nor would it alter the existing visual character of the prominent expressway structure. In addi
tion, the new ramp would be visible only from the south, near the large parking lot there, be
cause walls and fencing along the north side of the expressway effectively block views of the 
LIE roadbed from the north. 

Since none of the TSM Alternative's components would significantly alter the visual character 
of the project sites or the areas within visual proximity, this alternative would not result in any 
significant adverse impacts. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

MANHATTAN 

Grand Central Terminal 

As described in Chapter 2 r'Project Alternatives"), Option .2 has been selected as the 
preferred engineering option for the East Side Access Project. The effects of both project 
options are assessed in this chapter. The Preferred Alternative under either option would 
involve changes to GCT. Under either project option being considered, those changes would 
include changes to both the Main Concourse level and the Dining Concourse level. As described 
in detail in Chapter 2 ("Project Alternatives"), on the Main Concourse level, the Biltmore Room 
could be altered under either project option. In addition, both options could also create new 
ticket windows in the existing terminal structure on the Main Concourse level. On the Dining 
Concourse level, both options would create a new public area in MNR' s Madison Yard area, and 
both would create a new connection between that area and the existing public areas of the 
Dining Concourse. The visual effects of the changes common to both options are discussed 
below. Following that discussion, project components of Option 1 and Option 2 that differ are 
described separately for each option. 

Under both project options, the Preferred Alternative's elements within GCT would change the 
appearance of the areas of the terminal described above. However, none of the changes pro
posed would constitute significant visual impacts that would adversely affect the existing visual 
character of the terminal. Both options could install new escalators in a portion of the Biltmore 
Room on the Main Concourse level, permanently changing the room's appearance by altering 
its symmetrical classical proportions. (As described in Chapter 7, "Historic Resources," 
changes to the Biltmore Room are subject to review and approval by the New York State 
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation [OPRf-fP], and the State f-fistoric 
Preservation Office [51-fPO].) At the same time, however, removal of the large newsstand cur
rently in the center of that room, which is a separate modern amenity, would likely open up the 
room and would have a positive visual effect. Since the Biltmore Room is at the edge of the ter
minal and only visible from the immediate vicinity of the Biltmore Concourse and the 45th 
Street Passage, the proposed work would not adversely affect the terminal's overall visual 
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character. The proposed new circulation elements would bring increased pedestrian activity to 
this part of the terminal, drawing people into an aesthetically pleasing space that currently re
ceives little use. 

As described in Chapter 2, either option could create new ticketing windows in the existing 
ticket windows in the Main Concourse. If the east ticketing windows in the Main Concourse are 
used for LIRR ticket operations, no changes are anticipated to the appearance of that ticketing 
area, except for the addition of signage, which would not alter the visual character of the area or 
of the Main Concourse. Use of these windows would return them to their original function. 

On the Dining Concourse level, either option would create new public space in the Madison 
Yard area, which is currently not accessible to the public. This space would be visible only to 
the immediately surrounding area at the western edge of the existing terminal. The creation of 
this space would essentially enlarge and expand the existing publicly accessible area of this 
level. As this area would be built outside the existing public space and at the edge of the termin
al, it is not expected to have a significant adverse visual effect on the overall visual character of 
the terminal. However, to have a positive visual effect, it is recommended that the new space be 
designed in keeping with the visual character of the surrounding Dining Concourse area. 

Elements Proposed only under Option 1. Under Option I, the new passenger area on the 
Dining Concourse level would consist predominantly of tracks and platforms, similar to the rest 
of the lower level ofGCT. This new platform area, as well as the adjacent public space, would 
not significantly change the visual character of existing public areas on the Dining Concourse 
level, as explained above. 

As described in Chapter 2, Option 1 might create new ticketing windows in an area now used for 
retail space along the Shuttle Passageway. The changed appearance of this area would not result 
in any negative visual effects on the bustling, heavily trafficked terminal. The replacement of 
modem stores with a new ticketing area in an area only minimally visible-e.g., from the 
Shuttle Passageway-would not constitute a significant adverse visual effect. 

In addition to the escalators to the Biltmore Room proposed under either Option 1 or Option 2 
(discussed above), Option 1 would also create new elevators from the track and platform area 
to the Biltmore Room. Like the escalators, the new elevators would be in the northernmost por
tion of the room, thereby limiting the disturbance they would cause to the classical proportions 
of the room, which is one of the historic features of the terminal. 

Elements Proposed only under Option 2. For Option 2, the new passenger concourse area 
would consist of waiting areas and retail stores that would be in keeping with other uses within 
the terminal. Although this newly created area would extend the non-track-related public spaces 
much deeper (farther north) into the terminal, it would not be more visually prominent than the 
tracks and platforms in that space that are proposed for Option 1, and similarly would not be ex
pected to have a significant adverse effect on the existing visual character of the terminal. 

Other Areas in Manhattan 

The Preferred Alternative under either option would create a new ventilation facility at 47 East 
44th Street, between Vanderbilt and Madison Avenues. It is anticipated that this facility would 
occupy the same width and depth as the 5-story commercial building that is currently on the site, 
but would be of a greater (though at this time undetermined) height than the structure it would 
be replacing. The design for this structure is still under way, and would be completed in consul
tation with interested parties. Although MT A and its subsidiaries are not subject to New York 
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City zoning requirements, the design of the building would be coordinated with appropriate city 
agencies. The owners of adjacent buildings, including the Yale Club, would be provided with 
preliminary engineering design and artist renderings of the building, as they become available. 
The ventilation facility would be clearly visible to viewers in the buildings fronting north and 
south on East 44th Street on the block; to office workers, shoppers, and pedestrians on this por
tion of the street; and at the intersections with Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues. However, due 
to the height of the buildings surrounding the site, which range from 12 to 26 stories, unless the 
structure exceeds those heights, it would not be visible from other locations in the study area
including at other locations on Madison and Vanderbilt A venues. 

As noted in Chapter 2, the locations of the proposed passenger entrances under either project op
tion have not yet been finalized. However, the new entrances would be located within the 
general area roughly bounded by Lexington and Madison Avenues between East 42nd and 48th 
Streets-and would be of similar design. The design of the off-street pedestrian entrances would 
also be developed in coordination with property owners, and concerns of interested parties in
corporated into the design, wherever possible. Although the off-street pedestrian entrances have 
not yet been fully designed, it is expected that the entrances proposed adjacent to existing struc
tures would be covered by a shelter. They would be somewhat similar in visual character to the 
new entrances constructed for Metro-North's Grand Central North project. The design of the en
trances would make them conspicuous to viewers in the immediately surrounding areas, but visi
bility would typically be limited to the immediate street, because of the dense development of 
the surrounding areas. In addition, new signage would be added to the existing Grand Central 
North entrances, though it would only be visible within the visual range of the entrances. Due 
to the dense, dynamic, urban nature of the surrounding environment, characterized by older 
brick and newer glass and metal clad structures, the new entrance structures would not have a 
significant effect on the visual character of the surrounding area. For the entrances to be located 
within existing storefronts, the storefronts would be replaced by new entrances with marquees 
or canopies. Similar to the pedestrian entrances described above, the new marquees would be 
expected to be visually prominent, since they would extend ou1 from the building line. Re
placing storefronts of contemporary design with modem entrances that would include strongly 
articulated architectural features would not constitute a significant adverse visual effect. 

Option 2 would also require various additional ventilation features at street level in the area 
north of the GCT structure-roughly between Park and Madison A venues from 43rd to 49th 
Street. As described in Chapter 2, these features would most likely consist of a combination of 
gratings in the street or sidewalk, vents on the roofs of existing buildings above the trainshed, 
grills or louvers on the facades of existing buildings at least 6 feet above the sidewalk, or kiosk
type pylons installed in plazas or sidewalks. The structures would be sited so as not to have ad
verse visual effects on any of the historic structures in the vicinity (see Chapter 7, "Historic Re
sources"). In the context of the densely developed urban area north ofGCT, these new structures 
would not result in an adverse visual impact. 

QUEENS 

The Yards: Yard A/Arch Street Yard, Sunnyside Yard, and the Amtrak!LIRR Tracks 

Within the yards, the possible demolition of several brick structures at the northern edge of 
Sunnyside Yard would change the appearance of this portion of the: yards. However, this change 
would not alter the visual character of the yards as a complex network of railroad tracks and old 
and new buildings. In addition, since this portion of the yards is visible only from dead-end 
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streets south of Northern Boulevard, to authorized traffic en route to the yards from the 
Honeywell Street bridge, and from limited locations on the Queens Boulevard bridge, this pro
posed change would not be visually prominent and would not constitute a significant adverse 
visual effect on the surrounding area. 

Other proposed changes within the yards are also not anticipated to alter the visual character of 
the yards. These include the construction within the Harold Interlocking, which would add new 
tracks, but would not change the general appearance of the Amtrak!LIRR tracks or surrounding 
Sunnyside Yard areas. Proposed rearrangement and installation of new tracks within Yard A and 
Arch Street Yard would similarly not be expected to alter the visual character of the yard as a 
wide network of railroad tracks. Construction of new facilities within Yard A and Arch Street 
Yard, such as a train washer and service and inspection shop, would only add to the existing 
mixture of old and new structures located within the yards, therefore not altering their visual 
character. Overall, Yard A/ Arch Street Yard would appear to be more actively used with the 
project. The new, more active Yard A/Arch Street Yard would be visible to pedestrians in the 
area north of the yard, where new offices uses are expected to be developed in the future (see the 
discussion above under "Future Conditions Common to All Alternatives"). 

Sunnyside Station 

The new Sunnyside station is anticipated to be more visually prominent. The station would be 
constructed adjacent to and on the west side of the Queens Boulevard bridge, approximately 400 
feet north of Skillman Avenue (see figures in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives"). Although not 
yet fully designed, it would consist of a central headhouse and three separate parallel train plat
forms. The headhouse would be located at street level with the Queens Boulevard bridge and 
would open onto the west sidewalk of the bridge, housing the LIRR ticket office, waiting room, 
and other LIRR uses. The structure would have a strong, dynamic design to orient and attract 
passengers. The current design favors a primarily transparent building, built of stainless steel 
and glass. The headhouse would be located above the center island platform with glass-enclosed 
pedestrian walkways connecting down to cylindrical vertical circulation towers on the platforms 
north and south of it, and canopied escalators extending down to the central platform. A walk
way would extend southward from the headhouse and through the vertical circulation tower on 
the south platform to a bus/van/auto drop-off/pick-up area to be created on the north side of 
Skillman A venue. On the bridge, a pedestrian barrier would be installed between the sidewalk 
and vehicle lanes to prevent drop-offs or pick-ups of passengers at the station headhouse instead 
of at the designated area on Skillman Avenue. This could be a new barrier or an improvement 
to the Jersey barrier present without the project. On the west side of the bridge, canopied stairs 
would provide access down to the central platform. 

The bridge-level headhouse and stairways to the platforms would be visible west of Queens 
Boulevard along Skillman Avenue, as is the Queens Boulevard bridge today. The station, if de
signed in a striking, modem, primarily transparent aesthetic described above, would constitute 
a bright, positive visual effect on the surrounding area, currently defined by nondescript com
mercial buildings and the dark, cramped, congested visual character of the Queens Boulevard 
bridge. 

Other Areas in Queens 

It is anticipated that replacement of the warehouse buildings at 2950-2970 Northern Boulevard 
with a new LIRR structure would change the appearance of that site on the south side of 
Northern Boulevard. However, since the site is located in an area dominated by manufacturing 
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and commercial buildings that are predominantly blocked from view along Northern Boulevard 
by the elevated train superstructure, it is not anticipated that these changes would negatively af
fect the surrounding area within visual proximity nor constitute a significant adverse visual ef
fect. The new structure would most likely be built to the property line, similar to the existing 
building on the site and to neighboring structures. It would therefore not interrupt the streetwall 
formed by those buildings. 

On the north side ofNorthem Boulevard at 41st Avenue, the Preferred Alternative would create 
a new substation on the property now being used for construction ofNYCT's 63rd Street Con
nector Project. The substation would be underground and not visible to the public. (For informa
tion on construction techniques, see Chapter 17). Once construction of the East Side Access 
Project is complete, that property would no longer be fenced off, as it has been for several years. 

East of the yards, the proposed demolition of a commercial building at the northwest comer of 
43rd Street and the LIRR bridges, and construction of new bridges across 43rd and 48th Streets 
to carry the new Harold Interlocking tracks, would not significantly alter the appearance of the 
immediately neighboring areas. The removal of one utilitarian brick structure-or a portion of 
that structure-out of several of similar appearance, and the construction of bridges, expected 
to be similar to the existing ones, would not noticeably change the visual character of the area 
in the vicinity of 43rd Street, 42nd Place, 37th A venue, and 48th Street. 

Work along the LIRR train embankment, including embankment modifications and viaducts, is 
not expected to negatively affect the properties to the north or south. The properties to the north, 
which are located on the north side of 37th Avenue, already have clear views of the embank
ment. The properties to the south, which are located on the north side of Barnett A venue, form 
a buffer between the railroad embankment and the nearby Sunnyside Gardens residential neigh
borhood south of Barnett A venue. The 1-story garages and commercial buildings, except where 
there are small paved parking lots with no structures, form an effective visual barrier from the 
embankment and passing trains. The new, wider track area would not be any more visible to the 
surrounding neighborhood than the existing tracks today. Consequently, the proposed work 
would not alter the historic character of the Sunnyside Gardens neighborhood (see Chapter 7, 
"Historic Resources," for further details). 

REPLACEMENT YARDS 

Blissville Yard, Queens 

Rehabilitation of the abandoned rail yard, including grading and n:placement of railroad tracks 
for freight car storage, would change the visual appearance of the yard by improving its current 
derelict condition. It is not anticipated that new elements and the resulting greater activity in the 
yard would have a significant adverse visual effect on the surrounding area, as there are no sen
sitive viewer groups or significant visual resources in the view shed. As described above, the 
closest viewers are the industrial and commercial properties located north and south of the yard, 
which are unlikely to be affected by any greater activity in the yard. 

Maspeth Yard, Queens 

As described in Chapter 2, NY AR is no longer considering development of replacement 
yard space at Maspeth, but the analysis of such a yard is retained for comparison pur
poses. The proposed work within Maspeth Yard would not significantly alter the visual charac
ter of the yard and therefore would not have an adverse effect on the surrounding area. Proposed 
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grading, installation of switches and signals, and construction of new storage tracks within an 
existing active rail yard and subsequent storage of more railroad cars would not greatly alter the 
visual quality or urban design of the yard. In addition, as described above, the yard is not visible 
from many locations. Where it may be seen, viewer groups typically consist of passing traffic 
on commercial streets and workers in the commercial/manufacturing buildings. Where the yard 
is visible from residential properties east of Rust Street, the proposed work would not be con
spicuous enough to have a negative visual impact on the viewers. Possible new security fencing 
around the yard would likely be more visually prominent, but would give the perimeter of the 
yard a more maintained and less dilapidated appearance. It would also more effectively screen 
views into Maspeth Yard. 

Fresh Pond Yard, Queens 

The proposed construction of a new maintenance facility in the triangular portion of the Fresh 
Pond Yard would have no adverse visual impacts on the surrounding area, because it would 
hardly be visible. As described above, this part of the yard can be seen from only one location, 
at Otto Road and 68th Street. Since it is likely that the structure would be built at the widest por
tion of the yard, this would place it farther away from Otto Road and deeper into the yard, where 
it would be most difficult to see from outside the yard. Possible new security fencing may be 
more visually prominent in locations where heavy fencing does not exist around the perimeter 
of the yard, but would not be expected to cause any significant adverse impacts, since the yard 
can only be seen in very few locations. Other work proposed in the yard to relocate existing 
utilities to allow construction and servicing of the new shop would have no visual impact, since 
the completed work would be underground. 

Highbridge Yard, The Bronx 

Proposed work within Highbridge Yard-including construction of new tracks, platforms, struc
tures, an enclosed employee overpass over the Hudson Line tracks, and new security fencing
would change the visual character of the yard by adding to and improving an infrequently used 
facility. In addition, the proposed project would introduce a greater amount of activity and per
sonnel. Since the yard is immediately bordered by such physical barriers as the Harlem River 
and elevated roadways-the Major Deegan Expressway, its access ramps, and Depot Place-the 
proposed changes within the yard and anticipated increase in activity would not have an adverse 
effect on any sensitive residential uses, which are located farther away. Where the yard is visi
ble, such as from Highbridge Park or residential complexes in Manhattan or from areas on Uni
versity Avenue, these locations are at a sufficient distance-and across from a river or major 
highway-to render the change in visual appearance of the yard, and any new activities that may 
occur there, negligible. If the High Bridge pedestrian walkway should be opened to the public, 
it is not anticipated that any visual changes created in the yard by the addition of new tracks, 
platforms, or structures, or heightened activity within an already existing rail yard, would have 
a significant effect on viewers on the bridge. New construction would not obstruct any views 
from the bridge nor interfere with the primary views on the bridge looking north and south along 
the Harlem River. 

New security lighting at the yard would consist of low-level standard pole-mounted lights de
signed with shielding as required to shield sensitive viewers in the viewshed from glare. There
fore, the increased lighting at the yard would not adversely affect residential uses across the 
Major Deegan Expressway or the Harlem River from the site. Further, the proposed new lighting 
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is not anticipated to have any significant adverse effects on the closest visual resource-High 
Bridge-which is itself illuminated at night. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

Cerro Wire Site 

While a new train storage yard on the Cerro Wire site would change the appearance of that site, 
that change would not affect the overall industrial character and context of the property. The 
Preferred Alternative would double the size of the required yard over that of the No Action 
Alternative, but the yard would still remain similar to the existing visual context of the site. 

Babylon Site 

A new yard at Babylon under the Preferred Alternative would completely transform the ap
pearance of that site. The current mix of buildings of different uses, forms, layouts, and heights 
would be removed and replaced by one unified rail yard. This change would alter the appearance 
of Union Boulevard and views toward the site from properties to the south. To mitigate any ad
verse visual effects on the adjacent residential neighborhood on the south side of Union Boule
vard, a barrier wall would be built around the edge of the yard. With this wall in place, the in
dustrial context of the north side of Union Boulevard would remain, and the visual changes 
brought by the yard would not constitute a significant adverse impact. 

Yaphank East Site 

A new yard at Yaphank East would be of limited visibility, because of that site's location largely 
within the Department of Public Works facility. Consequently, overall the new yard would not 
result in significant adverse visual effects. The yard could be visible from the adjacent 
Southaven County Park, however. To avoid visual impacts to the nearby park, a buffer of vege
tation would be retained on the east side of the new yard at Yaphank East. 

Yaphank West Site 

In contrast, a new yard at Yaphank West would be highly visible from the surrounding area, in
cluding Yaphank A venue, the police facilities to the south, and the Suffolk County Farm and 
Education Center to the north. It would replace an agricultural area and wooded area with an ac
tive industrial use. This transformation would be visually compatible with the nearby municipal 
facilities, however, and therefore would not result in significant adverse effects on visual char
acter. 

Ronkonkoma Site 

As described under "Existing Conditions," the Ronkonkoma Yard site is not currently visible 
from public places, since it is surrounded on three sides by wooded vacant land and its nearest 
neighbors are the existing Ronkonkoma Yard, the Ronkonkoma station parking area, and the 
MacArthur Airport. No adverse visual effects would therefore occur from development of a new 
nighttime storage yard at this site. 

Pilgrim Hospital Site 

The construction of a rail yard and associated structures would completely change the ap
pearance of the Pilgrim Hospital site. It would replace the field areas south of Campus Road 
with train tracks and related facilities. The site, however, is not easily seen from beyond its 
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boundaries, except along Campus Road, and the visual changes resulting from the new yard 
would not constitute a significant adverse visual impact. 

Riverhead Site 

The construction of a new rail yard and associated structures at Riverhead would transform an 
open area that serves as a neighborhood visual resource into an active industrial use. A new yard 
at Riverhead would significantly change the visual context of the surrounding low-rise residen
tial neighborhood. The yard would also bring new nighttime lighting to an area that is currently 
relatively dark. Overall, these effects on visual resources would constitute a significant adverse 
impact. 

As described below under "Mitigation Measures," to mitigate adverse visual impacts at River
head, a barrier wall and possibly vegetation would be constructed around the new yard. With 
this wall in place, however, the new yard would still significantly change the visual context of 
the existing residential neighborhood. The wall would also block views across the currently 
open site. 

E. MITIGATION MEASURES 

To mitigate the significant impacts on visual character of new storage yards at several of the 
sites assessed in this FEIS, barrier walls would be constructed around new yards, should those 
sites be selected. Specifically, the walls would be created at the following yards: 

• Babylon. A new wall would line the southern side of the yard, to buffer the site from neigh
boring uses on the south side of Union Boulevard. With this wall in place, the site would ap
pear more unified than it does today, but it would still retain its industrial character. With 
the buffering wall, the new yard would not result in a significant adverse impact on visual 
character. 

• Yaphank East. A vegetated area along the eastern and southern portion of this yard would 
be retained to buffer the rail uses from the nearby Southaven County Park and from residen
tial uses. With this buffer, no significant adverse impact on visual character would occur. 

• Riverhead. New buffer walls would surround the yard and the north side of the adjacent 
LIRR right-of-way. However, while they would separate the yard from the nearby residen
tial neighborhood, the new walls would also block views across the currently open site. 
Overall, the new walls would only partially mitigate the new yard's significant adverse im
pact on visual character. •!• 
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View west through chain-link fencing on the 39th Street Bridge 1 
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View west of 'r'ard A from the Honeywell Street Bridge 3 
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View west of the LIRR tracks through chain-link fencing from the 39th Street Bridge 5 
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View north of the Honeywell Street Bridge from Skillman Avenue 8 
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View south of two of the manufacturing structures at 2950-2970 Northern Boulevard 10 

View west of the commercial building at the intersection of 43rd Street and the LIRR bridges 11 
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View east on 37th Avenue from 43ra' Street. The project site is on the right 12 

View west of the north side of Barnett Avenue from 45th Street. The project site is on the right. 13 

Figure 6-13 
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View north on 43rd Street from 37th Avenue 14 

View east on Barnett Avenue from 43rd Street. The project site is on the left 1 5 
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View southeast of 8/issvi//e Yard 1 

View northwest on service road south of 8/issvi//e Yard 2 
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View southwest from 35th Street and Review Avenue 4 
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View southeast of Maspeth Yard from 49th Street 1 

View southeast along Rust Street from 49th Street 2 

MTA I LIRR Figure 6-20 
I East Side Access I Maspeth Yard- Views of the Study Area 
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View southt~ast on Rust Street from Maspeth Avenue 3 

View west on Maspeth Avenue from Rust Street 4 

MTA I LIRR Figure 6-21 
I East Side Access l Maspeth Yard- Views of the Study Area 
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View west of Fresh Pond Yard from 68th Street and Otto Road 1 

View southeast of Fresh Pond Yard from Admiral Avenue 2 

MTA I LIRR Figure 6-23 
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View west along private road south of Admiral Avenue 3 

View east on Traffic Avenue from Menahan Street 4 

MTA I LIAR Figure 6-24 
I East Side Access I Fresh Pond Yard- Views of the Study Area 
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View east from Matera Park 5 

View south on 68th Street from Otto Road 6 

MTA I LIAR Figure 6-25 
I East Side Access I Fresh Pond Yard- Views of the Study Area 
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View south of High bridge Yard from High Bridge 1 

View north on observation walkway in Highbridge Park 2 
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MTA I LIRA Figure 6-27 
I East Side Access I Highbridge Yard- Views of the Study Area 
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View east from High bridge Park across the Harlem River 3 

MTA I LIRR Figure 6-28 
I East Side Access I Highbridge Yard- Views of the Study Area 
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View west from stairs at W 165th Street. A portion of the yard is visible past the Major Degan Expressway 4 

View west from western edge of t.~e High bridge Gardens apartment complex 5 

MTA I LIRR Figure 6-29 
I East Side Access I Highbridge Yard- Views of the Study Area 
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View southwest across Riverhead Yard site from the LIRR tracks 

View north from Riverhead Yard site toward the LIRR tracks 

MTA I LIRR Figure 6-30 
I East Side Access I Riverhead Yard Site- Views of the Study Area 



Chapter 7: Historic Resources 

A. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

This chapter assesses the potential impacts to historic resources as a result of construction and/ 
or operation of the project alternatives. Because construction-related impacts to historic struc
tures could be permanent, they are addressed below rather than in Chapter 1 7, "Construction and 
Construction Impacts." 

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT (SECTION 106) 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 {NHP A), as implemented by 
federal regulations appearing at 36 CFR Part 800, mandates that federal agencies consider the 
effect of their actions on any properties listed on or determined eligible for listing on the Na
tional Register of Historic Places (NR) and afford the federal Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. Federal agency preser
vation officers, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), must deter
mine whether a proposed action would have any effects on the characteristics of a site that quali
fy it for the State and National Registers (S/NR). Revised Section 106 regulations were pub
lished on May 19, 1999. The basic steps of the Section 106 process, as revised, are as follows: 

• All properties that may be affected by the project and that are included in or eligible for the 
National Register must be identified, in consultation with the SHPO. If properties are found 
that may be eligible for the National Register, but for which no determination has yet been 
made, the agency consults with the SHPO to determine eligibility or ineligibility. 

• If there are such properties, the potential effect of the proposed project on each property 
must be evaluated, in conjunction with the SHPO, to determine if the project would have ad
verse effects on them. In order to determine potential effects on the historic properties, the 
Advisory Council's Criteria of Adverse Effect must be applied, in consultation with the 
SHPO, to determine whether adverse effects would occur. In general, a proposed project is 
deemed to have an adverse effect if it would cause a change in the quality of the property 
that qualifies it for inclusion in the National Register. The Advisory Council is notified of 
any findings of adverse effects. 

• If the analysis indicates that the proposed project will have an adverse effect, SHPO is con
sulted to seek agreement on ways to avoid or reduce the effects. This mitigation is typically 
implemented through either a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) or Programmatic Agree
ment. The Advisory Council may choose to participate in the consultation when there are 
substantial impacts to historic properties, when a case presents important questions of poli
cy or interpretation, when there is a potential for procedural problems, or when there are 
issues of concern to Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations. The Advisory Council 
must be invited to participate when the federal agency sponsoring the project wants the 
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Council's involvement, when the project would have an adverse effect on a National His
toric Landmark, or when a Programmatic Agreement will be prepared. 

Programmatic Agreements are used when effects on historic properties are similar and repe
titive or are multi-state or regional in scope; or when effects on historic properties cannot be 
fully determined prior to approval of an undertaken, among other reasons. 

• Execution of the MOA or Programmatic Agreement and implementation of the terms there
in satisfies the requirement of Section 106 that the Council be given a reasonable opportuni
ty to comment on the undertaking as well as demonstrating that the federal agency has taken 
into account the effects of the action. 

The review under Section 106 can be conducted in coordination with analyses conducted for the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In addition, because the views of the public are es
sential to informed federal decisionmaking in the Section 106 process, the public should be in
formed about the project and its effects on historic properties, and given the opportunity to com
ment. This public comment element can be combined with the public participation component 
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The public participation efforts 
being conducted for the East Side Access Project are described in Chapter 23, "Process and 
Public Participation." 

SECTION 4(F) OF THE FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT 

In addition, historic properties are also protected from adverse effects, by Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966.* Section 4(f) prohibits actions by the Secretary of 
Transportation that require "use" of a historic property that is listed in or eligible for inclusion 
in the National Register, unless a determination is made that there is no feasible and prudent 
alternative to the use of such land, and all possible planning has been undertaken to minimize 
harm to the 4(f) property. For historic properties, "use" constitutes a significant adverse impact. 
This includes direct physical impacts, such as demolition or removal of part of a historic 
property. It also includes adverse contextual impacts (these are referred to as "constructive use," 
which occurs when changes caused by the project that are near the historic structure cause a 
substantial impairment in the historic resource's important qualities). Constructive use could 
occur from such changes as noise, visual intrusion, or other such elements that would 
significantly alter the setting of the historic resource. 

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 

The New York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980 (SHPA) closely resembles NHPA, and 
requires that state agencies consider the effect of their actions on properties listed on or deter
mined eligible for listing on the State Register of Historic Places. 

METHODOLOGY 

In general, potential impacts on historic or architectural resources can include both direct physi
cal impacts-demolition, alteration, or damage from construction on nearby sites--and indirect, 
contextual impacts, such as the isolation of a property from its surrounding environment, or the 

* Section 4(f) has been recodified as Section 303 of Title 49 of the United States Code, although the 
preservation provision is still known as Section 4(f). 
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introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with a property 
or that alter its setting. Portions of the TSM Alternative that require: major construction, and ele-
ments of the Preferred Alternative-including new tunnels under buildings on Park A venue, 
new Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) pedestrian entrances, work in Grand Central Terminal 
(GCT), ventilation facilities and substations, new tunnels and tracks in the Sunnyside Yard area, 
and new yards-may affect historic structures. 

The No Action Alternative would not be considered an "undertaking"-it involves measures 
that are available to the LIRR as routine management and do not require a major new construc
tion effort. The No Action Alternative would therefore not result in any significant adverse im
pacts to historic resources, and it does not require analysis or definition of an Area of Potential 
Effect (APE). 

To assess and compare the potential impacts of the TSM and Preferred Alternatives, an inven
tory of historic and architectural resources in areas that could be affected by the alternative op
tions was compiled. This chapter includes discussions of the methodology used to prepare the 
inventory, a brief background history of the area, a description of the identified and potential 
historic resources, and an assessment of the potential impacts of the project options. This work 
was prepared in accordance with NHPA, SHPA, and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). 

DEFINITION OF THE AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT 

Areas of Potential Effect (APEs) for the Preferred Alternative were identified in consultation 
with, and approved by, SHPO in correspondence dated June 21, 1999 and August 4, 2000. 
They are described below and mapped in Figures 7-1 through 7-6. APEs include locations that 
may potentially be affected by construction or that may experience effects once construction is 
completed and the new system is operational. 

The APEs defined for the project's Preferred Alternative are as follows: 

• For most portions of the project, the APE for construction impacts is the area within 50 feet 
of major construction elements, including excavation sites, soft ground tunneling, and cut 
and cover construction. 

• Where the effects of construction may extend farther, as when proposed construction would 
require the underpinning ofbuildings, the APE is the area within 100 feet from construction 
activity boundaries, or the entire footprint of the structure, whichever is larger. 

• For locations where project elements would be visually prominent, the APE includes the 
area within 75 feet of the new elements, to ensure that the area within the visual context of 
the change is covered. This includes any locations where demolition of existing structures 
is proposed, where an existing building would be physically or visually altered, and any 
other visually prominent project elements. 

• In areas where proposed work is not anticipated to have physical or contextual (e.g., visual) 
effects outside the limits of the proposed work, the APE is the area within the confines of 
proposed work at GCT or within the boundaries of affected rail yards. This includes surface 
trackwork, construction within GCT not visible to the public, and work within existing rail
road yards (including Yard AI Arch Street Yard, Sunnyside Yard, and the smaller yards that 
would be affected by the project-Blissville, Maspeth, and Fresh Pond Yards in Queens and 
Highbridge Yard in the Bronx). 
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• For work within GCT that would be visible to the public, the APE is the area within visual 
range of any proposed changes within the terminal itself. 

• In addition, for the sites being assessed to illustrate the effects of potential new storage 
yards on Long Island, the APE includes the area within visual range of the proposed rail 
yard sites. 

Where no impacts are anticipated, no APEs have been defined. Once the project is completed 
and operational, there would be no difference in the visual characteristics above-grade for soft 
ground tunneling, cut and cover sections, or underpinned buildings. Jb,erefore, no APE for oper
ations has been defined for visual or contextual concerns for these types of construction. In addi
tion, no APE has been defined for construction impacts or operational impacts where the 
existing 63rd Street Tunnel would be used or areas where deep tunneling would take place. As 
described in detail in Chapter 11, "Noise and Vibration," vibrations due to construction and/or 
operation of the project would not be expected to result in any impacts to structures near an 
existing tunnel or where hard rock tunneling would be used. Thus, there is no APE related to 
construction or to operation of new service for the existing 63rd Street Tunnel or for the portion 
of tunnel in Manhattan leading to GCT (north of 55th Street). 

For the TSM Alternative, APEs have been defined only for elements that would require con
struction and could affect known or potential historic resources. APEs have been determined 
using the same methodology as described above for the Preferred Alternative. Project elements 
that would require major construction would be visible, and, therefore, an area within 75 feet of 
the construction activity boundaries has been determined as the APE for the following project 
elements: construction of a pedestrian bridge connecting the LIRR and subway stations at the 
Hunters Point Avenue bridge, a new flyover ramp and on ramp within the LIE right-of-way, 
creation of a new covered pedestrian walkway between the Long Island City station and East 
River ferry terminal, and enlargement of a ferry slip at the terminal (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2 in 
Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives" for project element locations). 

IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES/STRUCTURES WITHIN THE APES 

Once the APEs were determined, a list of officially recognized historic resources within the 
APEs was compiled. This includes properties or districts listed on the S./NR or determined eligi
ble for such listing; National Historic Landmarks (NHL); New York City Landmarks and His
toric Districts (NYCL), and properties that have been considered for designation ("heard") by 
the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) at a public hearing or calen
dared for consideration at such a hearing (these are "pending" NYCLs). 

A list of potential historic resources within the APEs was also compiled. These were identified 
based on field surveys of the APEs and by using sources listed at the end of this chapter. Poten
tial historic resources comprise properties that may be eligible for listing on the S/NR and/or 
designation as NYCLs. Criteria for listing on the National Register are found in the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Title 36, Part 60. Following these criteria, districts, sites, buildings, struc
tures, and objects are eligible for the Registers if they possess integrity oflocation, design, set
ting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and: 

• Are associated with historic events; 

• Are associated with significant people; 

• Embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, represent 
the work of a master, possess high artistic value, or are otherwise distinguished; or 
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• May yield information important in prehistory or history. 

Properties that have achieved significance within the last 50 years are ordinarily not eligible. 
Determinations of eligibility are made by SHPO. 

In addition, LPC designates historically significant properties in New York City as New York 
City Landmarks and/or Historic Districts, following the criteria provided in the Local Laws of 
the City of New York, New York City Charter, Administrative Code, Title 25, Chapter 3. 
Buildings, properties, or objects are eligible for landmark status when a part is at least 30 years 
old. Landmarks have a special character or special historical or aesthetic interest or value as part 
of the development, heritage or cultural characteristics of the city, state or nation. There are four 
types of landmarks: individual landmark, interior landmark, historic district, and scenic land
mark. MTA's transportation facilities are exempt from local laws and ordinances pursuant to 
Public Authorities Law Section 1266, Subdivision 8. MTA nevertheless intends to continue to 
seek the advice and counsel of the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) 
as it goes forward in the same manner as it has in the past. As Ml'A's plans develop, MT A an
ticipates that it will submit to LPC information regarding the project, and would expect that 
LPC, if it so chooses, would hold a public hearing and issue a report on MTA's plans in the 
manner that LPC issues reports with respect to city-owned prope~rties. 

Properties in the project's APEs that appear to meet one or more of the Register criteria were 
identified as potential historic resources. For each of these properties, New York State Building
Structure Inventory forms ("Blue forms") were submitted to SHPO for evaluation and deter
mination of whether SHPO considers the properties to be eligible for the Registers. SHPO has 
subsequently made determinations of eligibility for these resources. Copies of these findings are 
included in the appendix. LPC has also been consulted. 

Known historic resources and potential resources identified by SHPO for this project as eligible 
for listing on the S/NR are identified and described below in section C, "Existing Conditions." 

EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Once the historic resources in the APEs were identified, the impacts of the project on those re
sources were assessed. As described above, project impacts on known historic resources and 
those potential resources determined by SHPO to meet eligibility criteria for listing on the S/NR 
identified in this chapter may include both physical impacts and contextual impacts. Direct im
pacts could include physical destruction, demolition, damage, or alteration of a historic re
source. In addition, visual impacts, such as changes in the appearance of a historic resource or 
in its setting-including introduction of incompatible visual, audible, or atmospheric elements 
to a resource's setting, or elimination of publicly accessible views to the resource-are also con
sidered. Project-related impacts, including impacts during construction and impacts during 
operation once the project is completed, are described below in section E, "Probable Impacts of 
the Project Alternatives." 

B. BACKGROUND HISTORY 

MANHATTAN 

In 1832, the New York and Harlem Railroad opened the first railroad in New York City, its 
horse-drawn "street railroad" on Fourth Avenue (now Park Avenue) between Union Square and 
23rd Street. At this time, the City of New York extended from the Battery to as far north as 
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approximately 8th Street, with a population of around a quarter of a million. To the north, the 
hilly terrain of Manhattan was largely undeveloped, although small settlements were located to 
the north, including the village of Harlem. Construction of the railroad stimulated development 
northward as people moved to less congested areas of the city within commutable distance to the 
commercial areas of Wall Street and the City Hall area. 

In 1837, the railroad was converted to steam-powered rail service and extended along Fourth 
Avenue to 125th Street in Harlem. The railroad depot was located at Fourth Avenue between 
26th and 27th Streets. In 1842, the use of steam power was outlawed south of 32nd Street, since 
the area was well settled. This part of Park Avenue was built up primarily with 3- to 4-story resi
dential buildings with shops on the ground floor, with some churches, hotels, and finer homes 
located along the avenue. In the early 1850's, the street cut in Park A vmue south of 42nd Street 
was bridged and subsequently turned into a railroad tunnel, an arched brick structure which still 
runs beneath Park A venue and now carries automobile traffic. 

North of 42nd Street, the character of the neighborhood was quite diffi~rent. Park Avenue north 
of 42nd Street was one of the more unappealing streets in New York. Open railroad tracks and 
switching yards ran down the center between factories, garbage dumps, and stockyards on either 
side. A brewery stood on the site now occupied by St. Bartholomew's Church and the site of the 
Waldorf-Astoria Hotel was formerly a potter's field. Residential development was sparse since 
residents were fearful of moving north of Murray Hill to areas consisting of shanty towns, 
slaughterhouses, and charitable institutions. Later, large institutions located along Park A venue, 
including Columbia College at 49th Street (built in 1857), Normal College for Girls (now Hun
ter College) built in 1873, and the Seventh Regiment Armory erected in 1880. 

By 1869, Cornelius Vanderbilt consolidated the New York and Harlem Railroad and the New 
York and Hudson River Railroad to form the New York Central and Hudson River Railroad. He 
commissioned architect John B. Snook to design Grand Central Depot, which opened in 1871 
at Park A venue and 42nd Street. The proposed site was already occup11ed by railroad buildings, 
including two locomotive houses, a depot, a carhouse and stables located along Fourth Avenue 
between 42nd and 44th Streets. The new station proved to be inefficient and in a constant state 
of rearrangement, due to such shortcomings as trains only being able to exit the depot in reverse. 
Shortly after its completion, the tracks in Park Avenue between the station and 56th Street were 
depressed below street level in a deep cut and roofed over. They were subsequently enclosed 
within a tunnel that ran from 57th Street to 96th Street. 

By 1889, the city demanded that railroads electrify operations, and a proposal to erect a new de
pot was made by William Wilgus, the chief engineer of the New York Central and Hudson River 
Railroad, who was responsible for the submerging of tracks and electrification of the railroad 
lines. A limited competition was held and won by the architectural firms of Reed & Stem and 
Warren & Wetmore, which devised a system for separating automobile, pedestrian, train, and 
subway traffic by using ramps to route Park Avenue around the new terminal, which was 
completed in 1913, with the viaduct finished in 1919. The construction of the new GCT, its ac
companying facilities, and tracks necessitated the demolition of approximately 200 buildings. 

Wilgus proposed a novel plan to raise revenues for construction of the new depot-by selling 
and leasing the air rights over the tracks between Madison and Lexington A venues from 42nd 
to 50th Streets (and including the west blockfronts on Park Avenue between 50th and 52nd 
Street) to allow for construction of revenue-producing office and apartment buildings. The rail
road set up a subsidiary company to take care of rentals and its other real estate business, and 
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development of the newly available real estate began prior to completion of the terminal 
building. In the January 25, 1913 Harper's Weekly, the railroad placed an ad entitled "The Ter
minal City," which described GCT and corresponding development on the covered tracks as a 
"great Terminal City, a city within a city." By the time it was fully developed in the late 1920's, 
this 48-acre terminal area, which became known as Terminal City, had a post office; eight major 
luxury hotels, including the Waldorf-Astoria, Roosevelt Hotel, and Barclay Hotel (now the 
Hotel Intercontinental); 11 office buildings, including the New York Central Building, Postum 
Building at 250 Park A venue, Gray bar Building, Vanderbilt Concourse and Vanderbilt Office 
buildings; six large luxury apartment buildings; and the Yale Club. Though designed by several 
architectural firms-including Warren & Wetmore, joint architects with Reed & Stem of GCT 
-these buildings were tall, typically built of brick with stone base:s, and shared a common aes
thetic of Classical and Renaissance detailing. By covering the tracks between 42nd and 52nd 
Streets, the railroad had returned 30 blocks of prime land for development and recouped a large 
portion of its investment. It also paved the way for the creation of Park A venue as one of the 
most prestigious residential districts in the nation. 

Terminal City was a unique and progressive attempt at creating a planned sector within the city 
on such an ambitious scale and with an integrated design-it remained unmatched until the de
sign and construction of Rockefeller Center (1931-40), which ·borrowed many of Terminal 
City's design elements. Further, at the core of the development was the vision of Park Avenue 
as a grand boulevard, which was transformed from a railroad corridor to a tree-lined avenue with 
a planted central mall. The development of Terminal City served to create a new fashionable 
district, which was further augmented by the construction ofluxury elevator apartment buildings 
to the north along Park Avenue. With the office boom of the 1950's and 1960's, many of the 
masonry apartment buildings on Park Avenue south of 59th Street were replaced with steel and 
glass office buildings of curtain wall design pioneered by Lever House, built in 1950-52. 

SUNNYSIDE YARD, QUEENS 

Sunnyside Yard was built by the Pennsylvania Railroad and opened in 1910, with Long Island 
Rail Road service commencing in September and Pennsylvania Railroad service in November 
of that year. Prior to construction of the yard, the area first consisted of farms that were sub
divided during the 1880's and 1890's. By 1891, more than 100 smalll frame and brick houses had 
been built on the site of the future Sunnyside Yard, including a small hamlet, Sunnyside, built 
between Northern and Queens Boulevards. By 1903, many houses filled the future yard site on 
the blocks from 32nd to 43rd Streets and between Skillman Avenue and Northern Boulevard. 
Most of the land in the area was low-lying and boggy, and therefore cheap. By 1901, the Penn
sylvania Railroad had made the decision to build tunnels from New Jersey to Manhattan and 
over to Long Island City and to build a large railroad yard in the Sunnyside area. The New York 
Tunnel Extension, as the project was named, had the primary goal of providing an all-rail line 
to a centrally located station in New York City and replacing the existing terminal in Jersey 
City, which was only reached from New York by ferries. In 1910, the Pennsylvania Railroad 
opened tunnels under the East River, culminating a decade-long modernization program for the 
Long Island Rail Road (in 1900 the Pennsylvania Railroad had acquired a majority of LIRR 
stock) which included the electrification ofLIRR lines in Queens, erection of a large coal-fired 
power plant in Hunters Point, and completion of McKim, Mead, & White's New York Pennsyl
vania Station (now demolished). 
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Between 1902 and 1905, the railroad gradually bought up all the land south of Northern Boule
vard between 21st and 43rd Streets. In 1907, it began leveling the area, including an entire 200-
acre hill, and filling in the low-lying meadow and swamp land. By the time the work was com
pleted in 1908, more than 250 acres of former tidal marsh had been filled in. Approximately 52 
streets were demapped and the railroad purchased and subsequently demolished around 400 
structures located on the Sunnyside Yard tract. In 1909, the viaduct bridges were built over the 
yard-at Hunters Point A venue, Thomson A venue, Bridge Approach (now Queens Boulevard), 
Honeywell Street, Harold Avenue (now 39th Street), and Laurel Hill Avenue (now 43rd Street) 
at the eastern edge of yard-and miles of track were laid. The construction of the Bridge Ap
proach viaduct, opened in December 1910, was a direct result of the construction of the Queens
bora Bridge in 1901-08. It was built by the Pennsylvania Railroad to provide an outlet for traffic 
that came off the first bridge to connect Queens to Manhattan. 

The general plan of Sunnyside Yard was submitted to the Board ofEstimate and Apportionment 
in June 1906 and approved in February 1907. The purpose ofthe yard was to furnish facilities 
for the storage and care of passenger train equipment using Pennsylvania Station. Sunnyside 
Yard was divided into two separate yards, the "North Yard" and "South Yard." The North Yard 
would be used to store suburban railroad cars and the South Yard would be used for storage, 
cleaning, and repair of Pullman Company cars, dining cars, and coaches. In between the two 
were planned numerous yard buildings "devoted to the various motive-power requirements," 
including a power house and auxiliary sub-station, battery repair house, and general store house. 
Built in 1910, these structures were fire-proof, constructed of brick, with steel frames and flat 
roofs. Additional buildings erected in Sunnyside Yard-switch houses and a larger Yardmas
ter's Office-were also built of brick with hipped roofs and bay windows. A total of 22 
buildings were originally built in the yard. The Sunnyside Yard buildings, though modest in de
tailing and appearance, were key to the efficient functioning of the yard and the Pennsylvania 
Railroad and independent Pullman Company. In subsequent years, some of the structures have 
been removed and a variety of new structures have been built in Sunnyside Yard. The latter in
clude a laundry building between the auxiliary substation and battery house. 

C. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

There are no known historic resources located within any of the TSM APEs. Three structures 
that field survey identified as potential historic resources have been previously determined ineli
gible for listing on the State and National Registers as part of an unrelated project, described be
low. There are no potentially eligible historic resources within the remaining TSM APEs. 

Both officially designated and potential historic resources have been identified within the APEs 
defined for the Preferred Alternative. There are 10 designated historic structures located within 
the Manhattan alignment APE, a historic district within the Queens alignment APE, two historic 
bridges located just outside the Highbridge Yard APE, a designated historic structure within the 
Yaphank West site APE, and an S/NR-eligible historic district within the Pilgrim Hospital site 
APE. There are no known historic resources (i.e., properties listed or eligible for listing on the 
S/NR, NHLs, NYCLs, or properties that have been considered for NYCL designation) in there
maining project APEs-Roosevelt Island; Blissville, Maspeth, and Fresh Pond Yards; and Cerro 
Wire, Babylon, Yaphank East, Ronkonkoma, and Riverhead site APEs. A total of 12 historic 
structures potentially eligible for listing on the S/NR were identified w1thin the APEs-8 within 
the Manhattan alignment APE and 4 within the Queens alignment AJPE. Of these resources, a 
total of nine structures-seven in Manhattan and two in Queens-have been determined to meet 
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eligibility criteria by SHPO. There are no potentially eligible historic resources located within 
the Roosevelt Island APE and Maspeth, Fresh Pond, Blissville, and Highbridge Yard APEs; and 
Cerro Wire, Babylon, Yaphank East, Yaphank West, Ronkonkoma., Pilgrim Hospital, and River
head site APEs. 

A brief discussion of historic resources in the applicable APEs follows. APEs in which no desig
nated or potential resources were identified are not discussed. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE APE 

Within the APE for the covered pedestrian walkway between the Long Island City station and 
East River ferry terminal, three structures may fall within the APE depending upon the trajec
tory of the walkway, which has not yet been designed. Two 2-story brick structures, located 
along the west side of Second Street contiguous with the ferry parking lot, were constructed in 
the early 20th century as tunnel ventilation facilities for the Pennsylvania Railroad's New York 
Tunnel Extension Project, and are similar in character to those erected for that project in Sunny
side Yard. However, as part of the Hunters Point Wateifront Development Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (June 1990), SHPO determined in December 1989 that these structures are not 
eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places. Furthermore, a small 
1-story, Romanesque Revival-style stone structure on Second Street near Borden Avenue at the 
ferry terminal, formerly a bank erected in 1890, has also not been determined eligible for listing 
on the Registers in conjunction with the environmental review for the Hunters Point Waterfront 
Development Project. Therefore, there are no potentially eligible historic resources located 
within this APE. 

MANHATTAN ALIGNMENT 

As described above, the project's APE in Manhattan includes areas close to major construction 
elements or visual changes associated with the Preferred Alternative. Historic resources in that 
APE are as follows. 

KNOWN HISTORIC RESOURCES 

The 10 designated historic resources within the Manhattan alignment APE are among the most 
well known ofNew York City's historic resources (see Table 7-1 and Figure 7-7). Most promi
nent of these is Grand Central Terminal (NHL, S/NR, NYCL), which was saved from demoli
tion by being one of the first buildings to be designated as a NYCL by the New York City Land
marks Preservation Commission (LPC). The entire terminal is listed on the S/NR. The exterior 
and portions of the public spaces in the Main and Dining Concourse levels are NYCLs (Figure 
7-7 #1). Completed in 1913, Grand Central is a monumental but low-rise structure. It is a scien
tific and artistic accomplishment~a major engineering feat and an architectural treasure. The 
overall execution ofGCT was the work of three talents: engineer William Wilgus and architects 
Reed & Stem and Warren & Wetmore. Wilgus conceived the terminal's two-tier underground 
track design. With a loop at its southern end, it allows empty trains to be moved out of the 
station as quickly as possible. Reed & Stem developed the pedestrian ramp concept for the in
terior and the elevated roadway that surrounds the building and connects Park A venue from 40th 
Street on the south to 46th Street on the north. As described below, this viaduct is separately 
designated as a historic resource. Whitney Warren was responsible for the building's monumen
tal Beaux-Arts facade and design of the interior. The clock and sculpture on the facade, by 
Jules-Felix Coutan, boasts a group of figures representing Mercury, Hercules, and Minerva. 
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Table 7-1 

Known Historic Resources Within the Manhattan Alignment APE* 

Ref. Pending S/NR 
No. Name Address NYCL SR NR NHL NYCL Eligible 

1 Grand Central Terminal East 42nd Street at Park X X X X 
Avenue 

2 Park Avenue Viaduct Park Avenue between X X X 
East 40th and East 42nd 
Street 

3 Grand Central Terminal Southwest corner of X 
Post Office Lexington Avenue and 

East 45th Street 

4 New York Central 230 Park Avenue X X** 
I (Helmsley) Buildinq 

5 Waldorf-Astoria Hotel 301 Park Avenue X X** 

6 St. Bartholomew's Church Park Avenue at East X X X 
and Community House 50th Street 

7 Seaqram Buildinq 375 Park Avenue X X** 

8 Four Seasons Restaurant 99 East 52nd Street X X** 
I (interior) 

9 Lever House 390 Park Avenue X X X 

10 Racquet & Tennis Club 370 Park Avenue X X X 

Notes: 
* See accompanying Figure 7-7. 
** Determined by SHPO (February 2000) to meet eligibility criteria for listing on the S/NR as part of 

the review of the proposed project. 
NYCL: New York City Landmark. 
SR: New York State Register of Historic Places. 
NR: National Register of Historic Places. 
NHL: National Historic Landmark. 
Pending NYCL: Site has been calendared for a public hearing about its designation as a New York 

City Landmark or heard for designation as such. 
S/NR Eligible: Site has been found eligible for listing on the New York State and National Registers 

of Historic Places. 

Its public interior spaces, including the Main and Dining (formerly Suburban) Concourses and 
the Biltmore Room are grand, marble-clad rooms with connecting vaulted passageways. The 
Main Concourse is a voluminous space, 275 feet long, 120 feet wide, and 125 feet high, with a 
barrel vaulted ceiling decorated with illuminated constellations. Its north wall is lined with the 
arched open entrances to the Metro-North Railroad (MNR) tracks and platforms, and its south 
wall occupied by a series of marble ticket booths. The Biltmore Room, on the Main Concourse 
level, is a large, square space with glossy marble walls and a high ceiling, currently occupied by 
a modem newsstand in the center of the room. The Biltmore Room was once GCT's Incoming 
Station and was in the base of the Biltmore Hotel. The Dining Concourse is also an inspiring 
visual space, with the entrances to the Metro-North lower level tracks extending along the north 
wall surmounted by sculpted foliate arched plaques. The flow of pedestrians between the many 
entrances, exits, ramps, and passages not only works efficiently to connect the terminal with 
other systems around it, but acts to create a sense of unity as well. Given the function and life 
ofGCT, many view the terminal complex as the greatest micro-city in America. The ceiling of 
the main concourse was recently restored as part of a major restoration and renovation of the 
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terminal's interior. This ongoing project also included construction of an originally planned 
grand staircase on the east side of the concourse to match the om: on the west side, and newly 
designed retail spaces, including on the Main Concourse level along the Biltmore Concourse 
and the Lexington and Shuttle Passageways, in keeping with the historic character of the interior 
spaces. 

Other routine changes performed in the below-grade portions of GCT through time have likely 
removed original mechanical features. As identified in the Major Investment Study (MIS) pub
lished for the Long Island Transportation Corridor for the MT A/Long Island Rail Road East 
Side Access project in April 1998, it is unlikely that original below-grade mechanisms asso
ciated with the signaling system at the terminal-including signaling stations, switching mech
anisms, or other original features related to the electrification and operation of the railroad-re
main extant. These mechanisms, while considered technologically innovative at the time of con
struction, have subsequently been replaced, upgraded, or removed as part of the routine main
tenance of the system throughout the years. In addition, correspondence with SHPO during 
preparation of the MIS indicated that the underground signal syst1;:ms and mechanical controls 
of a similar historic resource were eliminated from further eligibility consideration. Likewise, 
tracks are replaced frequently and platforms are periodically upgraded. During preparation of 
the MIS, the tracks and platforms at GCT were determined not eligible for the Registers by 
SHPO. 

Part of the elevated roadway that carries Park Avenue traffic around GCT, the Park Avenue 
Viaduct (S/NR, NYCL) was completed in 1919. The viaduct is connected to the upper story of 
the terminal on the south facade, rising from 40th Street in the center of Park Avenue for a dis
tance of two blocks to meet the elevated roadway on the south facade ofGCT (Figure 7-7 #2). 
It was conceived by Reed & Stem as part of the original 1903 plan for the station and its design 
carried out by Warren & Wetmore. 

The United States Post Office at GCT (S/NR-eligible) is a monumental 8-story-tall building 
located northeast ofGCT (Figure 7-7 #3). It was built between 1906-1919 to the designs of 
Warren & Wetmore and Reed & Stem, and is one of only a few surviving elements of Grand 
Central Terminal City. It is distinguished by a rusticated stone ground story and variety of 
decorative features. It is significant for its early Beaux-Arts design in the grand style deemed 
appropriate for the great public services of urban centers and as part of an early attempt at 
creating a planned sector of the city. Originally meant to be topped by an additional 12 stories, 
a tower was recently constructed above it. 

The New York Central Building (S/NR-eligible, NYCL) is located one block north ofGCT 
(Figure 7-7 #4). The 35-story-tall office building straddles Park Avenue between 45th and 46th 
Streets and is now know as the Helmsley Building. It is related to GCT, and was also designed 
by Warren & Wetmore and built in 1927-1929 to be the headquarters of the New York Central 
Railroad and the lynchpin of the complex of hotels and office buildings sponsored by the 
railroad. The tower, with its pyramidal roof and ornate cupola, once dominated Park Avenue. On 
each side, the tower is flanked by lower wings. Arches in the base permit north- and southbound 
traffic to flow around GCT. In the interior, which is also part of the Landmark designation, there 
is an impressive lobby and two pedestrian corridors (known as the East and West Helmsley 
Walks) between 45th and 46th Streets. As part ofMTA MNR's Grand Central North project, 
two pedestrian entrances have recently been completed at the East and West Helmsley Walks to 
create street level and train platform connections. Continuing up Park A venue to 49th Street, the 
Waldorf-Astoria Hotel (S/NR-eligible, NYCL) occupies an entire city block (Figure 7-7 #5). 
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Designed by the firm of Schultze & Weaver and built between 1929 and 1931, it is perhaps New 
York's most famous hotel. The building is also is a good example of the Art Deco style, with 
beacon-topped vertically massed towers rising to 4 7 stories, grey brick and limestone exterior, 
and Art Deco detailing. 

St. Bartholomew's Church (S/NR, NYCL) and its adjoining courtyard is on Park Avenue in 
the block north of the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel (Figure 7-7 #6). Constructed in 1914-1919, the 
Byzantine-inspired design is a good example of the work of Bertram Goodhue of Cram, 
Goodhue & Ferguson. It features bands of limestone and salmon-collared brick, and carvings 
representing the life of Saint Bartholomew. The triple-arched entrance portal on Park Avenue, 
designed by Stanford White of McKim, Mead & White, was moved to this site from the congre
gation's previous church on Madison Avenue. The adjacent Community House, added in 1926-
1928, complements the church's design. 

Two blocks north of the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel is the Seagram Building (S/NR-eligible, 
NYCL), built in 1955-1958 (Figure 7-7 #7). This is the only building in New York designed by 
International Style master Mies van der Rohe and an outstanding example of the corporate Inter
national Style glass tower. The tower rises behind an open plaza on Park A venue with a curtain 
wall composed of bronze spandrel panels and transparent glass. The lobby, designed by Philip 
Johnson, is also included in the designation, and provides access to the Four Seasons 
Restaurant (S/NR-eligible, NYCL), an interior landmark also designed by Johnson (Figure 7-7 
#8). The use of high quality materials such as travertine for the lobby walls and bronze, wood, 
and marble of the finest craftsmanship in the Four Seasons are further representative of the 
International Style's restrained and elegant characteristics. Johnson's collaboration with a 
variety of other expert designers in the fields of furniture, horticulture and industrial design re
sulted in a series of unified spaces that makes the restaurant one of the most notable Interna
tional Style interiors in the United States. 

Another icon of the corporate International Style is Lever House (S/NR, NYCL) occupying the 
Park Avenue blockfront between 53rd and 54th Streets (Figure 7-7 #9). Designed by Gordon 
Bunshaft of Skidmore, Owings & Merrill and built in 1950-52, this building heralded the advent 
of the glass curtain-wall skyscraper as the new symbol of corporate America and precipitated the 
transformation of Park Avenue south of 59th Street from an area of masonry residential 
buildings to tall glass office buildings. The building is undergoing a major restoration of its cur
tain wall structural system. 

Directly south of Lever House and offering a contrast to that building's design is the Racquet 
& Tennis Club (SINR, NYCL ), an outstanding survivor from Park A venue's history as a luxury 
avenue lined by fine masonry institutional and apartment buildings (Figure 7-7 #10). Built in 
1916-1919, the 5-story building designed in the form of a Renaissance palazzo is representative 
of the style established by the architectural firm of McKim, Mead & White for private club 
design. 

POTENTIAL HISTORIC RESOURCES DETERMINED ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING ON 
THESINR 

Seven potential historic resources identified within the Manhattan alignment APE have been de
termined to meet eligibility criteria for listing on the SINR (see Table 7-2 and Figure 7-8). These 
resources are extant structures remaining from the Terminal City development above the tracks 
around GCT. They form a cohesive group defined by a similarity in height, construction 
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Table 7-2 
Determination of Eligibility for Potential Historic Resources 

Identified Within the Manhattan Alignment APE* 

Determined 

Ref. Not 
No. Name Address Block Lot Notes Eligible** Eligible 

1 Vanderbilt Avenue Building 51 East 42nd Street 1277 27 1913; Warren & X 
Wetmore 

-~-

2 Yale Club 50 Vanderbilt Avenue 1279 28 1915; James X 
Gamble Rogers --

3 Vanderbilt Concourse 52 Vanderbilt Avenue 1279 45 1914; Warren & X 
Building Wetmore 

4 Roosevelt Hotel 45 East 45th Street 1281 21 1924; George B. X 
Post 

5 Postum Building 250 Park Avenue 1282 34 1925; Cross & X 
Cross 

6 Graybar Building 420 Lexington Avenue 1280 60 1925-:~7; Sloan & X 
Roberltson 

7 Hotel Intercontinental 111 East 48th Street 1303 14 1927; Cross & X 
!(formerly Barclay Hotel) Cross 

8 Chase Manhattan Bank 270 Park Avenue 1283 21 1957; Skidmore, X 
** (formerly Union Carbide Owings & Merrill 

Building) 

Notes: 
* Corresponds to Figure 7-8. Determined eligible: eligibility determinations made by SHPO, November 

1999 and February 2000. 
** Only resources determined eligible for listing on the S/NR and potential resources pending eligibility 

determinations are mapped. 

materials-stone, terra-cotta, and buff brick-and design, with prominent stone base, cornice, 
and classical detailing. However, intervening modem buildings preclude creation of a con
tiguous historic district. Therefore, the properties were identified as potentially individual eligi
ble resources. 

The Vanderbilt A venue Building spans the blockfront between East 42nd and East 43rd 
Streets across Vanderbilt Avenue from GCT (see Figures 7-8 #1 and 7-9). The 6-story limestone 
base of the building was erected in 1913 and designed by Warren & Wetmore. It is distinguished 
by elegant classical detailing, including window treatment defined by slender Corinthian 
columns, ornamental plaques, and a dentiled cornice. It was erected as an office building by the 
American Real Estate Company, to which the property was leased by the New York Central 
Railroad. An ad placed in the January 4, 1913 Real Estate Record & Guide advertised the 
building's provision of "direct, indoor passageways to Grand Central and subways" and its loca
tion "in the heart of the most talked about business section in the City." By 1929, 11 additional 
stories had been erected above it, consisting of nine stories faced in brick topped by a 2-story 
attic and bracketed cornice. 

Two blocks north is the Yale Club, located at the northwest comer of Vanderbilt Avenue and 
East 44th Street (see Figures 7-8 #2 and 7-9). It was built by the Yale Leasing Company on 
property owned by the New York Central Railroad. Designed by James Gamble Rogers in 1915, 
it is 21 stories tall with a facade principally neo-classical in derivation. It has a limestone base 
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with arched windows at the second story and flat pilasters spanning the third to fifth stories. It 
is crowned by a loggia with a prominent bracketed cornice at the 21st Hoor. The Yale Club was 
started in 1897 at a house at Madison Square, subsequently moving to a location at 30 West 44th 
Street due to an increase in membership. The growth of the institution as a national center of 
Yale graduate influence affected its decision for a new location, in proximity to GCT and its 
commuter trains to New Haven, Connecticut. The structure was in fact built over the railroad 
tracks with an underground pedestrian connection to GCT. Its construction on property owned 
by the New York Central Company necessitated compliance with design regulations imposed 
by the railroad, including materials and height-a well-defined cornice at a level of about 81 
feet above the street. James Gamble Rogers, a noted early 20th century architect, designed 
several prominent buildings in New York, including Butler Library at Columbia University and 
the Columbia-Presbyterian Medical Center. He also served as Architectural Advisor for Yale 
University, designing the Harkness Memorial Quadrangle and most of the Yale colleges at the 
University. 

The Vanderbilt Concourse Building is immediately adjacent to the Yale Club on Vanderbilt 
Avenue, occupying the southwest comer at 45th Street (see Figures 7-8 #3 and 7-10). It is an of
fice building designed by Warren & Wetmore and constructed in 1914 by the New York Central 
Co. It is 20 stories high, with a buff-colored brick facade above a 6-story limestone base. The 
base is enlivened by decorative details such as plaques beneath the windows on the third through 
fifth stories and between the windows on the sixth story. It is crowned on each facade by a 
3-story central loggia and cornice, beneath which there is a balcony supported on corbels. 

The Roosevelt Hotel, a 22-story building, occupies the entire block bounded by Madison and 
Vanderbilt Avenues between 45th and 46th Streets (see Figures 7-8 #4 and 7-10). Built in 1924, 
it was designed by George B. Post, a prominent New York architect of that era. It is set on a 
4-story limestone base ornamented with Italian Renaissance details such as columned loggias 
and balustrade balconies. The building has a prominent 3-story attic defined by a dentiled string 
course, quoins, and stone window surrounds, surmounted by a cornice. Dedicated to the memory 
of Theodore Roosevelt, its interiors were designed in such American evocative styles as 
Colonial and Adams. The Roosevelt was the first hotel to incorporate ground-floor shops in an 
attempt to find a substitute source of revenue for the sale of liquor, banned during the Prohibi
tion years (1920-1933). 

The Postum Building occupies the block bounded by Park and Vanderbilt Avenues between 
East 46th and East 47th Streets (see Figures 7-8 #5 and 7-11). Set on a large limestone base, the 
building is U-shaped with wings that rise 16 stories flanking a central block of 20 stories. It was 
designed by Cross & Cross in an understated Classical vocabulary and built in 1924. It has brick 
facades and terra-cotta ornament, with decorative features including plaques along the top of the 
base and colonnades between the 18th and 19th floors. Cross & Cross worked primarily in New 
York City and are known for their designs of corporate offices, including the Art Deco RCA 
Tower (now the General Electric Building) and the Citibank-Farrners' Trust Building, and 
upper-class apartment buildings. 

Directly east of GCT, the Graybar Building was erected in 1925 to the designs of Sloan & 
Robertson (see Figures 7-8 #6 and 7-11). At the time of construction, it was the largest office 
building in the world. It is 30 stories high and faced in a buff-colored brick above a limestone 
base relieved by a mixture of abstract Classical and Moorish elements. Pavilions rise on either 
side of a 2-story base, creating a large exterior court along Lexington Avenue. The building's 
basements were built as an extension ofGCT, and a portion of the ground floor was utilized as 
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space for the adjacent Grand Central Post Office. The southernmost of the building's three en
trances provides direct access to GCT via a concourse running the depth of the building. Cur
rently, the Graybar building is undergoing a major capital improvement program, to include a 
new lobby, and exterior work is underway at the base of the building to create a new entry and 
storefronts. 

North on Lexington Avenue, the former Barclay Hotel (now the Hotel Intercontinental) occu
pies the eastern portion of the block along Lexington A venue between East 48th and East 49th 
Streets (see Figures 7-8 #7 and 7-12). At the time of construction in 1927, the building filled a 
fully independent block bounded on the west by Park Lane, a fi)rmer street that bisected the 
block. Designed by Cross & Cross, the Barclay was built as a luxurious apartment hotel that ca
tered to relatively permanent tenants. It is 14 stories high, "H" shaped in plan, and Renaissance 
Revival in style. The primary entrance on East 48th Street consists of three round-arched en
trances. It is faced in brick above a 3-story limestone base. Balconies on scrolled brackets, lime
stone string courses, and a decorative 14th-story attic surmounted by a cornice reflect its history 
as a luxury residential building. 

QUEENS ALIGNMENT 

KNOWN HISTORIC RESOURCES 

The Sunnyside Gardens Historic District (S/NR) consists of a planned residential community 
built between 1924 and 1935, covering an area of roughly 16 city blocks (see Figure 7-13). 
Sunnyside Gardens was conceived and designed by the founders of the Regional Planning Asso
ciation of America (RP AA), including architect Clarence Stein; landscape architect Henry 
Wright; Alexander Bing, a wealthy philanthropist; and historian Lewis Mumford. Consisting of 
primarily low-scale brick rowhouses surrounding landscaped interior courtyards, some apart
ment houses, parks, and playgrounds, Sunnyside Gardens was the first planned community in 
the United States that reflected the utopian ideal of the British garden city movement. Embraced 
by the RP AA founders, the movement favored the development of small self-sufficient com
munities with plenty of open space and replacement of the large, unhealthy, and congested urban 
environment. The Sunnyside Gardens Historic District is across Barnett A venue from the 
LIRR' s Main Line tracks just east of Sunnyside Yard. The tracks here are on an embankment 
separated from Barnett Avenue by low-rise garages and industrial buildings. 

POTENTIAL HISTORIC RESOURCES DETERMINED ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING ON 
THESINR 

Two potential historic structures identified within Sunnyside Yard in the Queens alignment APE 
have been determined to meet eligibility criteria for listing on the S/NR (see Table 7-3 and 
Figure 7-14). These structures date from the original construction of Sunnyside Yard and are 
Switch Tower Q, and Office. The two buildings were erected by the Pennsylvania Railroad in 
1910 under contract by the John F. Ferguson Company, based in Paterson, New Jersey. They are 
simply designed with ornament typically confined to use of stone lintels and sills, with peaked 
roofs and bay windows. The outside and party walls were constructed of hard-burned red brick 
and the structures were built with concrete floors and steel roofs covered with book-tile, 
roofing-felt, and gravel. They were equipped with steam heating, hot and cold water, toilet fa
cilities, electric lights and telephones. Unlike Pennsylvania Station itself, the buildings in Sun
nyside Yard are not particularly distinguished architecturally. They were, however, an integral 
part of the functioning of Sunnyside Yard, which was a key component in the construction of 
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Pennsylvania Station and the new tunnels that connected the station to areas in New Jersey and 
Long Island. While the structures serve as examples of railroad architecture of that time, they 
are potentially significant, not for their architecture, but for their association with the history of 
the construction of a major railroad project-an historic event that greatly affected transporta
tion patterns in and outside of New York City. 

Table 7-3 
Determination of Eligibility for Potential Historic Resources 

Identified Within the Queens Alignment APE* 

Determined 

Ref. Not 
No. Name Address Block Lot Notes Eligible Eligible 

1 Switch Tower Q (formerly East of Queens 239 1 1910 X 
Signal Cabin Q, Yardmaster's Boulevard Viaduct 
Office) 

2 Office (formerly Signal Cabin F) West of Thomson 72 1 1910 X 
Avenue 

** Stores & Lavatory Building Building #3: West 239 1 1910; John F. X 
of Honeywell Street Ferguson Co. for the 

Penn~vania Railroad 

** Electric Battery/Machine Repair Building #4: West 239 1 1910 X 
Building of Honeywell Street 

Notes: 
* Corresponds to Figure 7-14. Determined eligible: eligibility determination made by SHPO, November 1999. 
** Only resources determined eligible for listing on the S/NR are mapped. 

Switch Tower Q is located at the south end of Sunnyside Yard just east of the Queens Boule
vard viaduct (see Figures 7-14 #1 and 7-15). Eighty-three feet by 14 feet, it consists of a 2-story 
block flanked by 1-story wings. It has hipped roofs with copper flashing and a copper bay win
dow on the north facade. This structure was built for combined use as a signal cabin and yard
master's office and is identified as "Signal Cabin 'Q,' Yardmasters Office" in historic docu
ments pertaining to the construction of Sunnyside Yard. • The 2-story portion of the building is 
similar to the signal cabins built in the yard (described below) though described as "special" due 
to its extension containing tool rooms and the yardmaster's offices. 

The small 2-story structure just west of the Thomson A venue Viaduct, identified on the 1998 
Sanborn real estate atlas as "Office" was originally built as Signal Cabin F, one of three origi
nal signal cabins built in Sunnyside Yard (see Figures 7-14 #2 and 7·-15). It is 2 stories, mea
sures 27 feet by 17 feet, with a hipped roof and bay window on the south facade. In historic 
documents, the signal cabins are described to be of"standard Pennsylvania Railroad type," with 
the exception of Signal Cabin Q, Yardmaster's Office, described above. Of the remaining two 
signal cabins, "Switch Tower R" (as identified on the 1998 Sanborn map) is located west of the 
39th Street viaduct and is not within the APE. Therefore, it has not been identified as a potential 
historic resource within in the APE. The other signal cabin-identified on the Sanborn map as 
a smal12-story structure, "Switch Tower," within the APE between the 39th Street and Honey
well Street Viaducts-was originally built as Signal Cabin H. However, this structure, subse
quently named "Harold," was recently demolished and replaced with a more modem structure. 

* "The New York Tunnel Extension of the Pennsylvania Railroad," Transactions of the American 
Society of Civil Engineers ( 191 0). 
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HIGHBRIDGE YARD, THE BRONX 

There are no known historic resources within the Highbridge APE. However, there are two his
toric resources located outside the APE-the High Bridge Aqueduct (S/NR, NYCL) and 
Macombs Dam Bridge (S/NR-eligible, NYCL). The former is a National Historic Landmark. 
These visually prominent historic bridges are briefly described below but are not expected to be 
affected by the project, as they are outside the APE. Therefore, due to the distance of these re
sources from the Highbridge APE, there is no potential for direct physical impacts or contextual 
impacts (see Figure 7-16). 

High Bridge spans the Harlem River approximately 800 feet north of the Highbridge APE 
(Figure 7-16 #1). Built in 1838-48, High Bridge was an integral part of the Croton Aqueduct 
system which carried drinking water from the Croton Reservoir in Westchester County to New 
York City. Its design-consisting of 15 stone arches that span the river-was modeled after 
ancient Roman Aqueducts. In 1923, Navy engineers replaced the central piers in the Harlem 
River with a steel arch to allow large ships to travel the river. The aqueduct is no longer in use. 

Macombs Dam Bridge, south of High Bridge, extends over the river between West 155th 
Street and St. Nicholas Place in Manhattan, and Jerome Avenue and East 162nd Street, in the 
Bronx (Figure 7-16 #2). Designed by Alfred Pancoast Boller and built between 1890-95, it con
sists of a swing bridge composed of latticework steel topped by finials with piers capped by 
shelter houses, and steel viaduct approaches on both ends. It is the oldest metal truss swing 
bridge and third-oldest bridge in New York City. 

YAPHANK WEST SITE, LONG ISLAND 

The Suffolk County Almshouse Bam (S/NR) is located approximately one-quarter mile north 
of the yard site, west of Yaphank Avenue. The property listed on the S/NR encompasses less 
than one acre (approximately 200 feet north and south of the bam and 100 feet east and west of 
the bam) and the property is surrounded by agricultural fields and municipal and industrial fa
cilities. The bam is a large, multi-bay structure with a gable roof and wood shingles, with two 
large, louvered cupolas with cross gable roofs punctuating the main roof. The designated area 
surrounding the bam includes pathways, ramps, and a drainage system. The bam is the only in
tact historic building remaining in Suffolk County's cooperative extension farm-a modem 
working farm complex. Constructed in 1871, the bam was built as part of the no longer extant 
19th century Suffolk County Almshouse and farm complex. This complex, originally consisting 
of a main almshouse building, the Children's Home, and the Almshouse Bam, was established 
to house Suffolk County's indigent population. Typical of most county almshouses, a broad 
range of agricultural activities were undertaken at the original 170-acre farm site. The Alms
house Bam is significant both as a distinguished agricultural building and for its link to late 19th 
century agricultural practices on eastern Long Island. 

PILGRIM HOSPITAL SITE, LONG ISLAND 

The yard site is located within the southern, inactive portion of the Pilgrim Psychiatric Hospital 
Center (S/NR-eligible). The buildings on the site are the center's utility structures, including the 
power house, and are monumental brick structures with Gothic and Romanesque Revival-style 
design features and ornament including turrets, round arched openings, and decorative brick
work and corbeling (see Figure 7-17). The Pilgrim Psychiatric Center opened in 1931 as the 
third psychiatric institution in Suffolk County, following the Branch Lunatic Asylum in Central 
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Islip and Kings Park State Hospital, which both opened in the late 19th century. Built to ease 
overcrowding conditions of psychiatric institutions in New York and on Long Island, it was 
named after mental health pioneer Dr. Charles Pilgrim. It was built on 1,057 acres and became 
the largest psychiatric hospital in the world. Today it consists of 84 buildings on approximately 
840 acres ofland. In 1996, Central Islip and Kings Park Hospitals closed, with most of their re
maining patients transferred to the Pilgrim Psychiatric Center, which now serves approximately 
1,200 inpatients in part of its campus. 

D. FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

In the future, the status of the potential historic resources may change. Eligible historic re
sources may be listed on the State and National Registers, and potential historic resources may 
be found eligible or listed on the S/NR. Potential historic resources may also be calendared for 
public hearings and/or designated as NYCLs. It is also possible, given the project's completion 
year of 2010, that additional sites will be identified as historic resources and/or potential historic 
resources in this time frame. 

Historic resources that are listed on the S/NR or that have been found eligible for listing are 
given a measure of protection from the effects of federally sponsored or assisted projects under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Although preservation is not mandated, 
federal agencies must attempt to avoid adverse impacts on such resources through a notice, re
view, and consultation process. Properties listed on the Registers are similarly protected against 
impacts resulting from state-sponsored or state-assisted projects under the State Historic Preser
vation Act. Private owners of properties eligible for, or even listed on, the Registers using pri
vate funds, can, however, alter or demolish their properties without such a review process. 
Privately owned properties that are New York City Landmarks, in New York City Historic Dis
tricts, or pending designation as Landmarks are protected under the N~:w York City Landmarks 
Law, which requires LPC review and approval before any alteration or demolition can occur. 
For example, LPC has recently approved a renovation plan for the East and West Helmsley 
walks of the designated New York Central Building. Designs call for doubling the height of 
the passageways by removing the mezzanine floor, installing skylights, restoring the bronze 
storefronts along the walks, and constructing windows at the 45th Street side of the building to 
permit pedestrians to see the vehicles traveling on the viaducts. Pubhcly owned resources are 
also subject to review by LPC prior to the start of a project; however, LPC's role in projects 
sponsored by other city or state agencies generally is advisory only. 

Changes to the historic resources identified above or to their settings may occur irrespective of 
the proposed project. As described above, the Graybar building, a S/NR-eligible historic re
source, is currently undergoing renovation including exterior work that may affect the ap
pearance of the building. The Pilgrim Psychiatric Center has been the subject of several recent 
redevelopment plans, and a large portion of the campus, possibly including the proposed yard 
site, is being offered for sale. Therefore, redevelopment on a portion of the campus, which could 
include demolition of the S/NR-eligible structures, may occur irrespective of the proposed 
project. It is possible that some historic resources in the APEs may deteriorate, while others may 
be restored. 
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Chapter 7: Historic Resources 

E. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

As described earlier, this analysis considers the potential impacts that might occur to identified 
known and potential historic resources as a result of construction and/or operation of the project 
alternatives. Because any impact that might occur during construction could result in permanent, 
rather than temporary, impacts to historic structures, those impacts are considered in detail be
low in addition to operational impacts. 

Throughout the preparation of the EIS, SHPO was consulted regarding the various ele
ments of the analysis. In addition, representatives of SHPO met with representatives of 
East Side Access on April 26, 2000. Copies of the correspondence are included in Appen
dix B. SHPO concurred with the information and findings contained in this historic resources 
chapter in correspondence dated January 12, july 7, and August 4, 2000. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Action Alternative, none of the potential project impacts described below would . 
occur. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

As described above, the TSM Alternative would require construction of project elements sepa
rate from the Preferred Alternative. However, as no known or potential historic resources have 
been identified in any of the TSM APEs, no impact analysis was undertaken. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

As noted in Chapter 2 ("Project Alternatives"), Option 2 has been selected as the pre
ferred engineering option for East Side Access. One of the key factors in this decision was 
the risk and potential impacts to the Racquet & Tennis Club and Lever House during con
struction. The effects of both options on historic resources are described below. For the 
Manhattan alignment, where project elements for Options I and 2 differ and may have dissimi
lar effects, the options are assessed separately. It should be noted that neither option would in
volve work on, or changes to, the facades ofGCT, nor the elevated roadway that surrounds the 
building. Therefore, no impacts have been assessed for the exterior historic features of the termi
nal and the Park Avenue Viaduct, which would remain unchanged. Project elements are the 
same for both options for other project areas; therefore, only one assessment has been con
ducted for these areas. As no known or potential historic resources have been identified in the 
Roosevelt Island APE; Blissville, Maspeth, and Fresh Pond Yards APEs; and the Cerro Wire, 
Babylon, Yaphank East, Ronkonkoma, and Riverhead Site APEs, no impact analysis was 
undertaken. 

MANHATTAN ALIGNMENT: GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

Potential Physical Impacts 

As described in Chapters 2, "Project Alternatives," and 17, "Construction and Construction Im
pacts," both project options would involve both above-ground and below-grade construction 

* See page S-6 of the Executive Summary or pages 2-1 through 2-5 of Chapter 2, "Project 
Alternatives," for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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within the public areas of the terminal building. The project elements common to both options 
that would require physical changes in the Main and Dining (lower) Concourse levels are as 
follows: 

• On the Main Concourse level-Potential construction of escalators in the Biltmore Room 
(subject to SHPO review, as discussed below). This would require cutting into the floor 
of the Biltmore Room and Biltmore Passage to make the access connections between the 
Main Concourse level and a proposed LIRR passenger area to be built below it (described 
below). 

• On the Main Concourse level-Possible creation of a new LIRR ticketing area in the area 
of modem stores along the Shuttle Passageway. Construction would involve removal of the 
retail spaces and replacement with a newly designed space to meet LIRR ticketing func
tions, requiring, e.g., the construction of ticket sale booths. 

• On the Dining Concourse level-Construction along the north wall, in the areas of tracks 
114 and 117, to provide access to a newly constructed LIRR passenger concourse area, 
which would be built adjacent to this area. 

In addition to these elements common to both options, Option 1 would require the following 
additional changes not required in Option 2: 

• On the Main Concourse level--Construction of elevators in the nmthem portion of the Bilt
more Room, in addition to the escalators to be built there (see above), and construction of 
an escalator just outside the room in the Biltmore Concourse. This would require cutting 
into the floor of the Biltmore Room and Biltmore Passage to make the access connections 
between the Main Concourse level and a proposed LIRR passenger area to be built below. 

• On the Main Concourse level-Creation of a new LIRR ticketing area to be located either 
in the Main Concourse or in the area of modem stores along the Shuttle Passageway. Iflo
cated in the Main Concourse, LIRR ticketing operations and sales would utilize the east, 
partially used ticketing windows along the south wall. No physical construction would be 
required, except likely for the installation of signage. If located in the area of the stores 
along the Shuttle Passageway, construction would involve removal of the retail spaces and 
replacement with a newly designed space to meet LIRR ticketing functions, requiring, e.g., 
the construction of ticket sale booths. 

• The new passenger area on the Dining Concourse level would be small, and would connect 
to the new platforms and tracks to be created west of the existing publicly accessible track 
area at GCT. 

In addition to the work required by both options, Option 2 would require the following addi
tional changes not required in Option 1: 

• The new passenger concourse area to be created west of the existing publicly accessible 
track area would be a large, new passenger concourse with retail spaces and ticketing areas. 
That new space would provide access to new platforms and tracks on a new lower level be
low GCT's existing lower level. 

In addition, both project options would require below-grade work that would be located outside 
the terminal building in the area of the terminal's subsurface transportation network. 
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Under Option 1, neither construction of the proposed LIRR terminal, nor reconstruction of the 
lower-level loop track, would have the potential to undermine the structure. The new 10-track, 
five-platform LIRR terminal to be built in the terminal's lower level would be located in the area 
of an existing rail yard-Metro-North's Madison Yard, sited away from and northwest of the 
building. Its construction and that of the LIRR passenger area would also require the removal 
and reconstruction of several tracks and platforms. The LIRR passenger area would be located 
adjacent, and connected to, the Dining Concourse level in the area of tracks 114 and 117, and 
would provide access to the new LIRR terminal. Reconstruction of the lower level of the loop 
track (which would be lowered) would take place within the existing trackbed of the loop track 
and would therefore not be expected to affect the structure of the building. Neither the proposed 
construction of the LIRR terminal and corresponding passenger area nor loop-track work would 
significantly alter the terminal's historic two-tier track design. 

As described in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives," the deeper station in Option 2 would be con
structed beneath the existing lower level ofGCT's transportation network, northwest of the ter
minal building and similarly would not have the potential to undermine the structure. It would 
connect via escalators to a concourse to be built in the existing lower level of the terminal in 
the area currently occupied by Metro-North's Madison Yard. The new passenger concourse 
area would be occupied by staircases, escalators, and retail uses. This option might also have 
an escalator connection from the LIRR concourse to the Biltmore Room. Construction of the 
proposed concourse would require that the lower-level loop track be taken out of operation for 
train use. However, the original design concept behind the loop track, which permitted trains to 
circle around under the station without having to back out, would still be maintained by there
tention of the upper-level loop track, which would remain unchanged structurally and program
matically. Therefore, this change would not constitute a significant adverse impact on the his
toric character of the terminal building or its transportation uses. 

Furthermore, the removal of the tracks and platforms, and other work that may affect subsurface 
operational mechanisms in Grand Central Terminal for both Options 1 and 2 are not anticipated 
to have any adverse impacts; either there are no significant historic features remaining, or they 
have been determined by SHPO not to be eligible for the Registers. 

For all of these project elements-those with the terminal building itself and those located in the 
terminal's transportation portion-the design would be developed in consultation with SHPO 
to ensure that no adverse effects would occur to the building. A construction protection plan 
would also be implemented to minimize the effects of construction on the historic features of the 
building, so that construction does not result in any structural or architectural impacts to these 
features. The plan would be developed in consultation with SHPO and approved by SHPO prior 
to start of construction. 

Potential Contextual Impacts 

As described above, design specifications would be developed in consultation with SHPO to en
sure that no adverse contextual effects would occur to GCT. Visible elements that could change 
the visual appearance of the public areas ofGCT include: 

• On the Main Concourse level-The proposed escalators in the Biltmore Room (Option 1 
and possibly Option 2); proposed elevators in the Biltmore Room and an escalator outside 
of the Biltmore Room (Option 1 ); and proposed LIRR ticketing operations either utilizing 
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the east ticket windows in the Main Concourse (Options 1 and 2) or in the area of existing 
stores off the Shuttle Passageway (Option 1). 

• On the Dining Concourse level-Along the northern wall in the area of the entrances to 
tracks 114 and 117 (Options 1 and 2). 

The new escalators in the Biltmore Room proposed for Options 1 and 2, and elevators in the 
Biltmore Room and the escalator just outside the room in the Biltmore Concourse proposed for 
Option 1 would change the visual appearance of these areas. As described below, design and 
construction of these escalators would be subject to review and approval by SHPO. These 
changes would be minimally visible as these areas are located at the periphery of the terminal 
and constitute minor visual additions within the larger terminal area. The elevators would be be
hind the existing north wall, integrated within an existing storefront for minimal impact on his
toric fabric. Within the Biltmore Room, the escalators not be out of character with the Biltmore 
Room's original use as a waiting area, nor with the other public areas in the terminal, which 
consist of a mixture of historic features and new modem amenities, including newly designed 
stores and installed escalators. In addition, the modem newsstand in the center of the room, 
which largely obscures views of the room due to its size and placement, would be removed, 
opening up the room to views of its historic walls and ceiling, and, therefore, providing a bene
ficial effect. The location of the escalator in the Biltmore Concourse would be in an area lined 
with modem stores, and in the same area as the already existing escalators that connect the Main 
Concourse level to the Dining Concourse level at the western end of the terminal. Thus, the in
stallation of an escalator in an area defined by both historic and modern features and anticipated 
to be of a similar visual character as one that exists nearby, would not be anticipated to have a 
significant visual or contextual adverse effect on GCT's historic character. 

The proposed creation of an LIRR ticketing area under Option 1 or 2 would similarly not be ex
pected to cause any adverse visual or contextual impacts. If the east ticketing windows in the 
Main Concourse are used (Option 1 or 2), no changes would be made to the booths or ticket 
windows with the exception of the installation of some form of signage. Such a change would 
be minimally visible. Furthermore, the use of these ticket windows, which are only partially now 
used, would reuse a significant historic feature of the terminal and would be historically appro
priate. If constructed in the area of the new stores along the Shuttle Passageway (Option 1 ), the 
ticketing area would replace newly constructed retail spaces with a facility that would be de
signed in keeping with rest of the public terminal areas. Though not yet designed, any signifi
cant historic architectural features would be retained. The removal of modem stores and re
placement with a newly and appropriately designed area, also at the edge of the terminal, would 
not change GCT' s context as both a historic and active train station. 

As described above, the LIRR passenger area proposed for Option 1 and new concourse pro
posed for Option 2 would require changes along the north wall of the Dining Concourse level 
at the entrances to tracks 114 and 117, to provide access from the Dining Concourse level to 
these areas. It is expected that some or all of these entrances would need to be modified, as these 
entrances would no longer be providing access to the train tracks and platforms. Any significant 
decorative features, if located in areas of proposed construction, such as the sculpted foliate 
arched plaques above the entrances would be retained as part of the project design. Proposed 
plans would be submitted to SHPO for review and approval during the ongoing consultation 
process for this project alternative. 
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It is anticipated that the newly constructed facilities-the LIRR passenger area for Option 1 and 
concourse for Option 2-though proposed outside the existing public terminal areas in the area 
of tracks and platforms and Metro-North's Madison Yard, wou1d be visible from the north
western portion of the Dining Concourse level in the vicinity of the proposed entrances to these 
areas. It is anticipated that the LIRR passenger area would include a waiting area with seating, 
while the concourse proposed for Option 2 would also include stores and would be located 
below the Dining Concourse level. While these elements would change the appearance of this 
portion of the terminal by essentially expanding the terminal's public spaces, they would not be 
replacing any significant historic or architectural features, and would not alter GCT's context 
as both a historic building a modem train terminal. In addition, since these areas would be added 
to the far northwest portion of the Dining Concourse level, behind the grand marble stairs that 
extend from the Main Concourse, they would be isolated from view from the Dining Concourse 
except when in close visual proximity. 

MANHATTAN ALIGNMENT: OTHER HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Potential Physical Impacts 

As described in Chapter 2 (and detailed in Chapter 17), Option 1 would require that the Racquet 
& Tennis Club and Lever House be underpinned to allow the new tunnel to pass beneath the 
basements of these buildings. The buildings would be underpinned to support their foundations 
so that the tunnel could be constructed. The underpinning would be completed below the surface 
and proper care would be given to ensure that this underpinning would not result in any adverse 
impacts to the building fabric. While every effort would be made to ensure that the underpinning 
is successful, there is the potential, albeit low, that an accident or damage could occur. Again, 
the construction protection plan approved by SHPO would be implemented. 

It is not anticipated that there would be any physical impacts resulting from the construction of 
the new LIRR pedestrian entrances, ventilation facilities, and substations for Options 1 and 2. 
None of the locations currently being considered for the proposed off-street pedestrian entrances 
for either project option are historic resources. One, however, is proposed in an existing store
front in a building adjacent to the Vanderbilt Concourse Building, a historic resource. The po
tential entrance at the store at 347 Madison Avenue would be located on East 45th Street at the 
comer of Madison Avenue. Therefore, although it would be located in a building adjacent to the 
Vanderbilt Concourse Building, no adverse physical impacts are anticipated, as the proposed en
trance would be at a sufficient distance (85 feet) from this historic resource. 

As described in Chapter 2, it is possible that the proposed pedestrian entrances could be con
structed in different locations than those analyzed in this chapter. They would remain in the 
same general vicinity as those analyzed. If any entrance would be built within the APE of any 
historic resource (e.g., within 75 feet of that resource), it would be included in the construction 
protection plan to be approved by SHPO. If any entrance would be constructed within a historic 
resource, it would be included in the construction protection plan and its design would be re
viewed and approved by SHPO. 

With the exception of the proposed ventilation facility at 47 East 44th Street, most new ventila
tion facilities would be located below-grade, under existing streets and within the existing curb 
lines. Substations would also be underground. As described in Chapter 11, their design and con
struction would be undertaken so as to avoid any potential ground-borne vibration impacts to 
historic resources, including the Tennis & Racquet Club and Lever House located on blocks 
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between proposed ventilation facilities. The ventilation facility at 47 East 44th Street would be 
contiguous to the Yale Club. The current 5-story commercial building on the site, which is not 
distinguished architecturally or historically, would be razed for erection of the new facility. 
Since the Yale Club has been determined to be eligible for the Registers, it would be included 
in the construction protection plan. 

As described in Chapter 2, Option 2 would also require ventilation elements above the trainshed. 
These could be created in existing buildings in the area, in pylon-type structures on the side
walk, or beneath the streets and sidewalks. If any ventilation intake and exhaust features would 
be placed within a historic resource, no significant architectural features would be removed nor 
would the element be prominently visible. Any such affected historic resource would be in
cluded in the construction protection plan to be approved by SHPO. 

Potential Contextual Impacts 

Once the project is operational, there would be no impacts to historic resources from the below
grade ventilation facilities or substations, since these features would not be visible. Proposed 
sidewalk gratings and street-level exit maintenance hatches for ventilation facilities and substa
tions, even if located near a historic resource, would be minimally visible and, therefore, would 
not adversely affect the visual character of the structure nor its context within an urban environ
ment. This is also true for pylon-type ventilation structures proposed under Option 2. For the 
proposed above-ground ventilation facility contiguous with the Yale Club, as project plans pro
ceed, the project would consult with SHPO and adjacent property owners in developing the 
building's design. It would therefore not be expected to negatively affect or alter the historic 
character of the adjacent Yale Club. Although the off-street pedestrian entrances have not been 
fully designed, the construction of an entrance in the place of an existing storefront of a non-his
toric building would not have any adverse visual impacts on the adjacent Vanderbilt Concourse 
Building. For any project elements located within the APEs (i.e., within 75 feet) of any historic 
resources, design specifications would be developed in consultation with SHPO, so that no ad
verse contextual effects would result. 

QUEENS ALIGNMENT 

Potential Physical Impacts 

Construction of the Preferred Alternative project elements-loop track reconstruction, new 
Yard A access points and improvements, and new Yard A facilities, including a train washer and 
service and inspection shop--is not anticipated to have any physical impacts on historic re
sources, as there are no historic resources located within the APEs. The buildings to be de
molished in Queens have been determined not to be eligible for the Registers. However, based 
on initial plans, it appears that two historic resources are located within the APEs of the pro
posed construction activities at Harold Interlocking and the new Sunnyside station (see Figure 
7-14). Harold Interlocking tracks may run within 50 feet of the Office (formerly Signal Cabin 
F), and the proposed northern platform of the new Sunnyside station may be built less than 50 
feet from Switch Tower Q (formerly Signal Cabin Q, Yardmaster's Office). Since SHPO has de
termined those structures to be eligible for the Registers, they would be included in the construc
tion protection plan. Proposed Harold Interlocking construction on the north side of Barnett 
Avenue between 43rd and 48th Streets would be within 75 feet of the Sunnyside Gardens His
toric District. Since the historic district is located on the opposite side of Barnett A venue, a 60-
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to 80-foot-wide street, no construction-period impacts are anticipated either from ground-borne 
vibrations or damage from construction machinery. 

Potential Contextual Impacts 

It is anticipated that when the project is completed, there would be no adverse impacts to the 
two historic resources, the Office and Switch Tower Q located in Sunnyside Yard within 
the project APEs. Proposed visible changes within the existing active rail yard, including 
construction of new tracks and the Sunnyside station, would not be expected to alter the struc
tures' context within the yard, nor significantly alter the visual character of the yard surrounding 
the structures. 

The proposed changes to the railroad embankment alongside Barnett A venue between 43rd and 
48th Streets as a result of the proposed Harold Interlocking work would not result in significant 
adverse effects on the context of the Sunnyside Gardens Historic District. As described above, 
Sunnyside Gardens is architecturally and historically significant as the nation's first planned 
community that successfully realized the English garden city concept. Dating from the 1920's 
and early 1930's, it was built over a decade after the completion of the LIRR tracks and the rail 
yards at Sunnyside. Therefore, Sunnyside Gardens and the LIRR tracks have historically co
existed. Prior to the construction of the garages and commercial buildings during the late 1950's 
and 1960's, which are not part of, nor do they relate historically to, the district, there were no 
structures between the LIRR embankment and Barnett Avenue to act as a buffer. Today, how
ever, those structures are present and do form an effective buffer between the rail right-of-way 
and the historic district. Overall, the new work would not result in visual changes or adverse im
pacts to the historic district. 

HIGHBRIDGE YARD, THE BRONX 

Potential Physical Impacts 

No impacts would occur to either High Bridge or Macombs Dam Bridge during construction at 
Highbridge Yard. Both bridges are some distance from the yard and proposed construction area. 

Potential Contextual Impacts 

Proposed new lighting in Highbridge Yard has the potential to affect views of High Bridge at 
night. To avoid any impacts on views of this bridge, which is itselflit at night, the new lighting 
would be designed with shielding so that it illuminates downward. This would avoid potential 
impacts on nighttime views of the bridge. Macombs Dam Bridge, located at a greater distance 
south of the yard, is too far away to be affected by any lighting changes. 

YAPHANK WEST SITE, LONG ISLAND 

Potential Physical Impacts 

If a new railroad storage yard were created at Yaphank West, no impacts would occur to the 
Suffolk County Almshouse Bam during construction. This historic resource, as described above, 
is located approximately 14 mile away from the proposed construction area. 

Potential Contextual Impacts 

It is possible that a new yard at this site would be visible in the distance from the Suffolk Coun
ty Almshouse Bam across agricultural fields and the Long Island Rail Road tracks. However, it 
is not anticipated that the construction of a new rail yard, which would be located at a 
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substantial distance from the nominated historic boundaries of the Almshouse Barn site and on 
the opposite side of existing railroad tracks, would be prominently visible and, therefore, would 
not constitute a significant visual impact. In addition, as described above, much of the original 
context of the historic resource, including the original Almshouse complex structures, has been 
lost. Therefore, construction of a new rail yard would also not be anticipated to adversely im
pact any meaningful historic context relating to the Suffolk County Almshouse Bam. 

PILGRIM HOSPITAL SITE, LONG ISLAND 

Potential Physical Impacts 

Construction of a new rail yard on the site of the Pilgrim Psychiatric Center could require the 
demolition of several S/NR-eligible structures. This demolition would constitute a significant 
adverse effect on historic resources. As noted in the introduction to this chapter, Section 4(f) of 
the Department ofTransportation Act of 1966 prohibits actions by the Secretary of Transporta
tion that have significant adverse effects on historic properties unless a determination is made 
that there is no feasible and prudent alternative. Consequently, if the Pilgrim Hospital site is se
lected and if development of a rail yard for storage of LIRR trains requires demolition of the his
toric structures, such a determination must be made. Alternatives to avoid adverse effects or 
mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with SHPO. 

Potential Contextual Impacts 

It is anticipated that demolition of the southern portion of the Pilgrim Psychiatric Center, if re
quired, would constitute a significant adverse effect on this historic resource. The demolition of 
the buildings and replacement with an unrelated rail yard in immediate proximity to the Pilgrim 
Psychiatric Center site would significantly alter the historic resource's original context and 
setting, as well as introducing visual and audible railroad related uses that are out of character 
with the historic resource. Alternatives to avoid averse effects or mitigation measures would be 
developed in consultation with SHPO. 

F. MITIGATION MEASURES 

As engineering for the East Side Access Project proceeds, ongoing consultation will be under
taken with the State Historic Preservation Office at the New York State Office of Parks, Recrea
tion and Historic Preservation and with the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 
This ongoing consultation is mandated by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966. The mitigation measures developed in consultation with SHPO are included in a Pro
grammatic Agreement executed by SH PO, FT A, and MT A, and included in Appendix 8 of 
this FE/5. 

As described earlier, proposed project construction would involve physical alterations to three 
known historic resources. Construction activities for Option 2 in Manhattan would be located 
within the public areas of Grand Central Terminal itself and the terminal's track area. The de
sign would be developed in consultation with SHPO to ensure that no adverse physical effects 
would occur to Grand Central Terminal or any other historic resources, and a construction pro
tection plan, to be developed in consultation with SHPO and approved by SHPO prior to the 
start of construction, would be implemented. To avoid potential contextual effects for work 
within Grand Central Terminal, any significant architectural or decorative features, if located in 
areas of proposed construction, would be retained as part of the project design and plans sub
mitted to SHPO for review and approval. 
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To avoid significant adverse impacts to two historic resources--the Office (formerly Signal 
Cabin F) and Switch Tower Q (formerly Signal Cabin Q, Yardmaster's Office)-located in 
Sunnyside Yard within the APE, and possibly in proximity to, the proposed Harold Interlocking 
work, and new Sunnyside station, respectively, these structures would be included in the con
struction protection plan to be approved by SHPO prior to the start of construction. 

In addition, the proposed construction of an above-ground ventilation facility adjacent to the 
Yale Club in Manhattan could affect this historic resource. To avoid potential physical effects 
to this structure and any other historic resources near project elements, these resources would 
be included in the design specifications and construction protection plan to be approved by 
SHPO prior to the start of construction. If the Pilgrim Hospital Site is selected for one of the 
Long Island storage yards, both adverse physical and contextual effects may result from the 
demolition of the S/NR-eligible buildings. Therefore, alternatives to avoid adverse effects or 
mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with SHPO. 

G. SOURCES CONSUL TED TO IDENTIFY POTENTIAL 
HISTORIC RESOURCES* 

Barker, Louis, H., Esq. "The New York Tunnel Extension of the Pennsylvania Railroad. The 
Sunnyside Yard," Transactions of the American Society of Civil Engineers. Paper No. 1163, 
Vol. 69 (October), American Society of Civil Engineers, 1910. 

Condit, Carl W. The Port of New York. Vols. 1 & 2, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, IL, 
1980, 1981. 

The Gateway to a Continent. 1939? 

Gibbs, George, M. Am. Soc. C.E. "The New York Tunnel Extension of the Pennsylvania Rail
road," Transactions of the American Society of Civil Engineers. Paper No. 1165, Vo 1. 69 
(October), American Society of Civil Engineers, 1910. 

Middleton, William D. Grand Central: The World's Greatest Railway Terminal. Golden West 
Books, CA, 1977. 

Nevins, Deborah, ed. Grand Central Terminal: City Within the City. Municipal Art Society, 
New York, NY, 1982. 

Powell, Kenneth. Grand Central Terminal: Warren & Wetmore. Phaidon Press, London, 1996. 

Seyfried, Vincent F. 300 Years of Long Island City, 1630-1930. Edgian Press, Garden City, NY, 
1984. 

Stem, Robert A.M.; Gilmartin, Gregory; Massengale. New York 1900. Rizzoli International 
Publications, Inc., New York, NY, 1983. 

Stem, Robert A.M.; Gilmartin, Gregory; Mellins, Thomas. New York 1930. Rizzoli International 
Publications, Inc., New York, NY, 1987. 

Stem, Robert A.M.; Mellins, Thomas; Fishman, David. New York 1960. The Monacelli Press, 
Inc., 1995. 

Willensky, Elliot, and Norval White. AlA Guide to New York City. Third Edition. Harcourt 
Brace Jovanovich, New York, NY, 1988. 

* Selected list including only major sources. 
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Withey, Henry F. Biographical Dictionary of American Architects (Deceased). Hennessey & 
Ingalls, Inc., Los Angeles, CA, 1970. 

OTHER SOURCES CONSULTED 

New York City Department of Buildings, Records Department, Manhattan and Queens 
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Avenue. 

Sanborn Map Company, Inc. 1898, 1915, 1936, 1950. 

STY Incorporated. Major Investment Study for the Long Island Transportation Corridor, 
Cultural Resources Technical Appendix. March 1998. •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

This chapter assesses the potential impacts of the project on archaeological resources. It assesses 
each area where a project alternative would require ground disturbance-for example, by exca
vation or grading. For each of those areas, the analysis considers the likelihood that archaeo
logical resources may be buried there. The chapter then considers the alternatives' effects on 
those potential resources, should they be present. Because any archaeological resources present 
would be affected by construction rather than operation of the project alternatives, this chapter 
includes a detailed evaluation of construction impacts. 

As described in more detail in Chapter 7, "Historic Resources," Section 106 of the National 
Preservation Act of 1966 requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their actions on any 
properties listed on or determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and afford 
the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on 
such undertakings. Properties listed on or determined eligible for the National and State 
Registers can include both historic resources (described in Chapter 7), and also archaeological 
resources. 

Federal agency preservation officers, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), must determine whether a proposed action would have any effects on the characteris
tics of a site that qualify it for the National Register. If the analysis indicates that the proposed 
project will have an adverse effect, SHPO is consulted to seek agreement on ways to avoid or 
reduce the effects. This mitigation is typically implemented through either a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) or Programmatic Agreement. The Advisory Council must be invited to par
ticipate when the federal agency sponsoring the project requests the Council's involvement, 
when the project would have an adverse effect on a National Historic Landmark, or when a Pro
grammatic Agreement will be prepared. 

The New York State Historic Preservation Act of 1980 similarly requires state agencies to 
consider the effects of their actions on any properties listed on or determined eligible for the 
State and National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR). The National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEP A) also requires such consideration. The review under Secltion 106 can be conducted in 
coordination with analyses conducted for NEP A. 

In addition, historic properties (including archaeological resources) are also protected from ad
verse effects by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. Section 4(f) pro
hibits actions by the Secretary of Transportation that require "use" of a historic property that is 
listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register, unless a determination is made that 
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and all possible planning has 
been undertaken to minimize harm to the 4(f) property. 

Consistent with these regulations, the analysis of the MTA/LIRR East Side Access Project's ef
fects on archaeological resources is being conducted in coordination with SHPO. To this end, 
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a meeting was held with representatives of SHPO and MTAILIRR on April 26, 2000. 
Copies of correspondence from SHPO are included in Appendix 8 of this EIS. 

TYPES OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Archaeological resources are physical remains, usually buried, of past activities on a site. They 
can include remains from prehistoric (Native American) people who used or occupied a site
including tools, refuse from tool-making activities, habitation sites, etc. They can also include 
remains from activities that occurred during the historic period (beginning with European 
colonization of the New York area), such as battle sites, foundations, wells, and privies. 

PREHISTORIC RESOURCES 

Before Europeans arrived in New York and continuing into the 18th century, Native Americans 
(American Indians) lived throughout the region. Upland well-drained land in proximity to fresh 
water was used by Native Americans for long- and short-term habitation, hunting, and planting. 
Native American sites that have been identified in the New York City region are typically lo
cated on high ground near freshwater ponds, streams, and tidal inlets and coves. Throughout the 
New York metropolitan region, the limited number of prehistoric archaeological resources that 
have been found have typically been shallowly buried, usually within 3 or 4 feet of the pre
development surface. As a result, these sites are vulnerable to disturbance by later activities on 
the site, and few such sites have survived. Because Native American archaeological sites in the 
New York City area are extremely rare, any surviving site would be considered extremely 
valuable and therefore would most likely be eligible for the State and National Registers of 
Historic Places. 

HISTORIC-PERIOD RESOURCES 

Buried remains from the historic period can also be important, because of the new, undocu
mented information they can provide about the daily lives of previous inhabitants or about im
portant historical events. In the New York City area, historic-period archaeological resources 
can range from early Dutch colonial artifacts (17th century), to Revolutionary War-period re
mains, to 19th century residential remains. Industrial remains can also be important. Types of 
historic archaeological resources that may be present in the New York City region include arti
facts relating to dwellings, workplaces, and schools, which are often preserved in old privies, 
cisterns, or wells. Privies, cisterns, and wells, in use before municipal sewer and water services 
were available, were located in backyards. They were typically shafts of up to 8 feet deep, and 
were sometimes used for refuse disposal. These deep shafts therefore can serve as a time cap
sule, filled with artifacts from the time of their use. They can remain preserved beneath later 
construction on a site, often protected by fill levels or later buildings. Other commonly oc
curring, but more shallowly buried, historic remains include foundations and builder's trenches, 
as well as more fragile backyard features such as fence lines, paths, and traces of landscaping. 
Historic-period archaeological resources may be considered significant, and therefore eligible 
for the State and National Registers, if they have the potential to provide valuable new informa
tion about the past. Consequently, historic-period archaeological resources are typically most 
valuable when they are older and, usually, when they predate installation of municipal sewer 
and water services. 
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FACTORS AFFECTING SURVIVAL OF RESOURCES 

As noted above, archaeological sites containing buried features, artifacts, and architectural re
mains can remain in locations that were once used for prehistoric: or historic-period activities. 
However, on sites where later development occurred, archaeological resources at many of these 
locations have since been disturbed or destroyed by later grading, excavation, installation of 
utilities, construction of subway lines, and other development activities. 

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

Documentary research was undertaken by professional archaeolog1sts to determine the project's 
potential to affect archaeological resources. The research was conducted as part of the MTAI 
Long Island Rail Road East Side Access Project, Stage JA Archaeological Assessment, prepared 
by Historical Perspectives, Inc., October 1999, supplemented by follow-up memoranda, adden
da, and a topic-intensive study (Archaeological Resource Evaluation Topic Intensive Study 
of Highbridge Yard, prepared by Historical Perspectives, Inc./ August 2000). The evalua
tion is summarized in this chapter. As detailed below, the archa,~ological study conducted to 
date encompassed five steps: 

• Definition of the Area of Potential Effect (APE). This is the area where project activities 
could disturb the ground enough so that if any archaeological resources are present, they 
could be affected. The APE is the study area for archaeologieal resources. 

• Preliminary identification of the possibility of archaeological resources being present within 
the APEs. Documentary research was conducted to identify areas where important prehis
toric or historic-period activities may have occurred that could have resulted in archaeo
logical resources. 

• Documentation of disturbance and identification of potential undisturbed resources. For 
each area where research indicated that prehistoric or historic-period activities may have left 
archaeological resources, the site history was studied to identify construction activities and 
other ground disturbances that occurred later on the site. The objective of this assessment 
was to identify locations where any archaeological resources, if originally present, may have 
survived. This assessment resulted in an inventory of potential archaeological resources that 
may remain in the APE. 

• Assessment of impact. The project alternatives' effects on the potential archaeological re
sources identified were then assessed. Any archaeological resources present would be af
fected by construction rather than operation of the project alternatives. 

• Identification of mitigation. For all potential significant adverse impacts identified, mitiga
tion measures were identified. 

Each of these steps is described in more detail below. 

DEFINITION OF THE AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT (APE) 

The first step in the assessment was to identify the study areas to be evaluated for archaeological 
resources. These study areas are the areas where project activities have the potential to disturb 
soils. They are referred to as the project's Areas of Potential Effect, or APEs. The APEs were 
identified in consultation with the SHPO at the New York State Office ofParks, Recreation and 
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Historic Preservation (OPRHP), and approved in correspondence dated June 21, 1999. The 
APEs for the analysis are described below. 

Area of Potential Effect for the No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative involves measures that are available to the Long Island Rail Road 
(LIRR) as routine management and do not require a major new construction effort. Therefore, 
it would not result in any significant adverse impacts to archaeological resources, and would not 
require analysis of archaeological resources. (However, as noted in Chapter 2, "Project Al
ternatives," under the No Action Alternative a new storage yard would be required on the 
LIRR's Port Jefferson Branch. MTA/LIRR will undertake an evaluation process to identify 
potential sites for new storage yards and consider the environmental impacts associated 
with development of those sites in the future. That evaluation will include an assessment 
of archaeological resources. This FE/5 considers the potential effects of developing a new 
storage yard at the Cerro Wire site on the Port jefferson Branch in the No Action 
Alternative.) 

Area of Potential Effect for the TSM Alternative 

As described in Chapter 2, the TSM Alternative includes several components that would require 
new construction. In addition to a new yard on the Port jefferson Branch, these include a 
new pedestrian connection between the LIRR station and subway station at Hunters Point 
Avenue, a new covered walkway between the Long Island City station and East River ferry ter
minal in Long Island City, enlargement of an existing slip at the ferry terminal, and a new fly
over ramp and on-ramp along the Long Island Expressway (LIE) right-of-way. Of these compo
nents, only the new connection at Hunters Point A venue has the potential to affect archae
ological resources, and therefore that is the only APE for the TSM Alternative, as described 
below. 

Area.f2r. Which No Analysis was Required. The walkway at the Long Island City station and 
the changes to the ferry slip do not have the potential to affect archaeological resources. Both 
areas were previously analyzed as part of a separate and unrelated project. Archaeological as
sessments prepared by Historical Perspectives, Inc., Hunters Point Phase JA Archaeological 
Assessment Report (June 1988) and Archaeological Assessment of the Hunters Point Project 
Secondary Study Area (January 1990), concluded that those areas do not have the potential to 
contain archaeological resources from either the prehistoric or historic period. 

Similarly, the TSM Alternative's work on the LIE does not have the potential to result in ad
verse impacts on archaeological resources. Construction of the LIE flyover ramp would take 
place on an existing elevated portion of the highway, and therefore would have no subsurface 
impacts. Construction of the new on-ramp would occur on the existing roadways of the LIE and 
its service road, and on a narrow, previously disturbed portion of the elevated embankment be
tween the LIE and the service road. 

Areaj"Qr_ Which Analysis was Performed. Construction of the TSM Alternative's pedestrian 
bridge between the LIRR station and subway at Hunters Point A venue would have the potential 
to disturb archaeological resources, if any are located there. Therefore, this area is considered 
an APE for the TSM Alternative. This area was evaluated in the Stage IA Archaeological 
Assessment prepared by Historical Perspectives, Inc. The location of this bridge is in an area 
that could also be affected by the Preferred Alternative (described below). 
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Area of Potential Effect for the Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Alternative includes a number of elements that would disturb soils, all of which 
are detailed in Chapter 2. The APEs for the Preferred Alternative are described below. 

Areas for Which No Analysis was Required. In several project locations, the Preferred 
Alternative does not have the potential to affect archaeological resources, and no analysis was 
performed. These are as follows: 

• Work within the existing, already constructed, 63rd Street Tunnel (extending from Second 
Avenue at 63rd Street in Manhattan to close to Northern Boulevard in Queens). 

• Deep tunneling and mining through bedrock in Manhattan. Th;! bedrock beneath New York 
City is metamorphic rock with some lenses of igneous rock. The only type of fossils that 
occur in this type of rock are of shell from glacial deposits. There is no potential to find 
archaeological resources from human habitation within the bedrock. In the Preferred 
Alternative's Option 1 and Option 2, all the work in Manhattan for tunnels, trainsheds, and 
tracks would be in rock. 

• In Manhattan, the area already excavated for the Grand Central Terminal (GCT) complex. 
As described in Chapter 7, "Historic Resources," GCT was constructed by excavating a 
large area roughly between 42nd and 50th Streets from Madison to Lexington Avenue. After 
the complex was constructed, buildings and streets were built above the new terminal. 
Therefore, no original soils or archaeological resources remain above the existing GCT 
complex. The excavated area is depicted in Figure 8-1. 

• In Blissville and Maspeth Yards, which have been (or are) used as rail yards before, and the 
only work proposed would be installation of new tracks. This type of construction would 
not be deep enough to disturb soils that have not already been disturbed by previous yard 
activities (including installation of previous tracks) and therefore does not have the potential 
to affect archaeological resources. 

Area [or Which Analysis was Performed. At other project locations, excavation or other 
project activities would disturb soils, and therefore could disturb any archaeological resources, 
should they be present there. These APEs include the following: 

• In Manhattan, the limited areas where excavation of soils would occur. These are the areas 
of cut-and-cover activity outside of the already built GCT trainshed. For Option 1, they 
consist of the location of the new tunnel just west of Park Avenue between 52nd and 55th 
Streets, ventilation facilities beneath 53rd and 54th Streets between Park and Madison 
A venues, a ventilation facility beneath 54th Street between Park and Lexington A venues, 
a ventilation structure on the north side of East 44th Street, and one of the project's new 
potential pedestrian entrance, since it falls outside the existing GCT area (see Figure 8-2). 
For Option 2, they consist of a ventilation facility beneath 55th Street between Park and 
Madison Avenues, the new ventilation structure on the north side of East 44th Street, and 
one of the new potential pedestrian entrances, since it falls outside the existing GCT area 
(see Figure 8-3). 

• In Queens, where disturbance of soils would occur. This would be where excavation and 
soft ground tunneling techniques would be used for construction of project elements at the 
rail yard complex in Sunnyside and at Harold Interlocking (see Figure 8-4). 
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• On Roosevelt Island, where construction of a new substation would require excavation of 
soils (see Figure 8-5). 

• At the replacement yards (Fresh Pond and Highbridge). At the: yards, the only project 
activities likely to be deep enough to disturb soils that have not already been disturbed by 
construction of the existing yards are installation of utilities and foundation work for 
structures. However, since the precise locations of the proposed utility lines and of project 
elements in Highbridge Yard have not yet been designed, the APEs were conservatively 
defined as all of Fresh Pond and Highbridge Yards (see Figures 8-6 and 8-7). 

• In addition, the potential for effects was considered at the sites being assessed in this 
FE/5 as the potential nighttime storage yard sites on Long Island. The APEs were conserva
tively defined as the entire yard sites. 

PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF THE POSSIBILITY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES BEING PRESENT WITHIN THE APEs 

After defining the study areas for archaeological resources, the next step in the analysis was to 
identify locations that may have been used during the prehistoric penod or during the historic 
period and that might, therefore, have left archaeological evidence behind in the soils. This in
volved documentary research to identify already known archaeological sites and areas that have 
the potential to contain archaeological resources, based on original topography (for prehistoric 
resources) or site development history (for historic-period resources). 

Research was conducted at the New York Public Library; the Westchester County, Bronx, and 
Queens Historical Societies; and at the Westchester County Archives. Site file searches were 
performed at OPRHP and the New York State Museum (NYSM) in Albany. Pertinent archaeo
logical reports were also reviewed at the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 
(LPC), which keeps records on archaeological sites in New York City and prepares sensitivity 
maps based on pre-development topography. Existing, documented archaeological resources 
were identified, including sites on the State and National Registers and other known sites. 
Cartographic information, in the form of historic maps and atlases, was gathered to determine 
whether land forms within each APE were conducive for prehistoric habitation or use and to 
ascertain the historical development of each APE. Where available, soil borings were analyzed 
to determine subsurface conditions. 

As noted earlier, prehistoric sites tend to be located near bodies of water and atop hills. The 
documentary research conducted was used to determine the likelihood that prehistoric (Native 
American) archaeological resources were deposited within each APE. To help ensure that no 
possible sites are missed, any project locations that had appropriate topographical features 
before development and any locations noted in historic sources as former sites of native 
American camps, villages, middens (refuse piles, such as shell heaps), etc., were considered 
potential prehistoric sites unless later activities have disturbed them. 

The cartographic and documentary research was also used to reconstruct the historic develop
ment of each APE. In each area, a development history was compiled, and historic structures 
and landforms were noted. This information was used to detemtine the likelihood that 
archaeological resources from historic-period uses could have been deposited within each APE. 
Following completion of the background research, field visits were undertaken at each APE. At 
this time, obvious signs of disturbance were recorded and historical features were noted. 
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Chapter 8: Archaeological Resources 

For both prehistoric and historic studies, contextual overviews were created based on the back
ground research. These provide a framework in which to interpret potential prehistoric and his
toric resources and to understand the development history of each APE. 

Based on information gathered from documentary and cartographic research and site visits, a 
preliminary evaluation of the likelihood of encountering archaeological resources was rated as 
low, moderate, or high for each APE. The results of this research are summarized below under 
"Existing Conditions." 

DOCUMENTATION OF DISTURBANCE AND IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL 
UNDISTURBED RESOURCES 

In conjunction with identifying areas where known archaeological sites are located or where 
archaeological resources may have been deposited, documentary and cartographic research was 
used to identify areas where late 19th century and 20th century development activities appear 
to have disturbed the soils and therefore any archaeological resources that may once have been 
present. Activities such as grading, landscaping, utility installation, and other similar activities 
that could have disturbed buried resources were documented. Where available, existing boring 
logs were reviewed to understand grading and filling activities that may have occurred, and 
topographic maps were compared to current elevations to determine what changes to the land
scape have occurred through grading and/or filling. This infomtation about disturbance was 
used to adjust the rating of each APE's potential to contain archaeological resources. After 
reviewing the disturbance record, sites were considered to have a low, moderate, or high 
probability of having buried archaeological resources. Sites with a high probability were those 
that once had topography that would have been conducive to preh1tstoric use, or those that once 
had historic-period uses that could have resulted in significant archaeological resources, at 
which later development activities may not have disturbed those resources. These sites therefore 
have the potential to contain intact archaeological resources. Such sites are referred to as poten
tially archaeologically "sensitive." The results of this research and the potentially archaeo
logically sensitive areas in the study areas are described below in "Existing Conditions." 

For areas that were determined to be archaeologically sensitive in the Stage 7 A archaeo
logical resources assessment, ongoing analysis in consultation with SHPO has been con
ducted since publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). In some lo
cations, this analysis has resulted in changes to the conclusions made in the DEIS. This on
going work is described in this chapter. 

ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND IDENTIFICATION OF MITIGATION 

For each area that was identified as archaeologically sensitive, the project alternatives' potential 
for significant adverse impacts to those possible archaeological resources was assessed. The 
future steps required to avoid significant adverse impacts were then outlined. These consist of 
additional investigation to identify whether any archaeological resources are actually present on 
the sites and whether any resources that are present are eligible for the State and National 
Registers of Historic Place. Then, for any such resources, a range of possible mitigation mea
sures was identified. The results of these steps are described later in the chapter in section D, 
"Probable Impacts of the Project Alternatives," and section E, "Mitigation Measures." 
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B. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

There are no archaeological sites listed on the S/NR located within the APEs. Possible archaeo
logical sites, inventoried by the New York State Museum or otherwise identified by archaeolo
gists, have been identified as potentially within or in close proximity to the Queens alignment, 
described below. The New York State Museum's identification of these sites and their locations 
is based on a variety of old documents, which themselves may be unclear or contain conflicting 
information, and, therefore merely serve as indicators as to the potential archaeological 
sensitivity of the APEs. 

The APEs have been assessed for their potential to contain prehistoric and historic-period ar
chaeological resources, and the archaeological sensitivity of each APE has been rated low, 
moderate, or high. Areas with moderate and high ratings are considered to have the potential for 
archaeological sensitivity; in those locations, disturbance by project-related work could result 
in significant impacts. Areas with no or low sensitivity are not considered to have the potential 
for significant impacts. APEs rated as having moderate or high potential for containing archaeo
logical resources are described below. As part of the ongoing consultation with SHPO, this 
assessment has been reviewed and approved by SHPO. 

MANHATTAN ALIGNMENT 

OVERVIEW 

As shown in Figures 8-1 and 8-2, the Manhattan alignment APE (for Options 7 and 2, com
bined) includes an area between East 52nd and East 55th Streets. This includes the streetbeds 
of East 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Streets between Park and Madison Avenues, the street bed of East 
54th Street between Park and Lexington Avenues, and a 1 00-foot-wide area of the three blocks 
between East 52nd and 55th Streets west of Park Avenue. The Manhattan APE also includes a 
small area at East 44th and 45th Streets. 

In Manhattan, the project alignment falls within bedrock of the Hartland Formation. The bed
rock is approximately 20 to 50 feet deep along the alignment. Above the bedrock, where over
lying material has not been removed for building construction, the rock is overlain by a layer of 
weathered rock, above which are glacial soils and fill. However, the project area has been fully 
developed. Other than the streets themselves, the area above the project route has been devel
oped with buildings resting on below-grade foundations. In the Manhattan APE, these founda
tions are close to or resting upon bedrock, with little or no soil between. 

EAST 52ND TO 55TH STREET APE 

Preliminary Identification of the Possibility of Archaeological Resources Being Present Within 
the APEs 

Prehistoric Period. Early historic maps indicate that a stream once flowed north-south roughly 
parallel to and west of Park Avenue, in the area approximately between 52nd through 55th 
Streets. However, the exact location of this stream differs on the several different maps 
available. As noted above, prehistoric sites tend to be found on what was once well-drained land 
with fresh water nearby. Depending on the exact location of the stream, the area west of Park 
Avenue between 52nd and 55th Streets may have been such land, or it may have been marshy, 
and therefore not conducive to habitation. Because of the possibiliiy that the land was not 
marshy, LPC has identified this APE as potentially sensitive for prehistoric resources. 
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Considering that it may or may not have been marshy, before taking into account any 
disturbance activities, this area is considered to have a low to moderate potential for containing 
prehistoric resources. Later development activities that could have affected these conditions are 
described below. 

In addition, a second stream is depicted on historic maps east of Park A venue, at roughly Third 
Avenue. The land sloped down from Park Avenue toward this stream. Consequently, LPC 
identified this APE as potentially sensitive for prehistoric resources. Before taking into account 
any disturbance activities, East 54th Street between Park and Lexington A venues is also 
considered to have a low to moderate potential for containing prehistoric resources. 

Following publication of the DEIS, borings were taken in the East 55th Street APE. Logs of 
these borings were analyzed by Historical Perspectives, Inc. The logs depicted fill levels 
beneath the roadbed extending 5 to 1 feet below grade and, in most cases, lying directly 
above bedrock. The lack of deeper fill levels suggests that the East 55th Street APE was 
formerly elevated upland rather than a stream location that might have been used by 
Native Americans. In the single boring that contained soils that were not fill material, 
those soils lacked organic material. Organic material is indicative of surface soils, which 
would be the soils most likely to contain any archaeological evidence of prehistoric use. 
Overall, therefore, the borings indicated that the pre-development stream that flowed 
through this portion of Manhattan did not flow through the East 55th Street APE, reducing 
the likelihood that the area was used by prehistoric people. Further, even if the location 
were used prehistorically, it no longer retains any evidence of buried soil/ayers that might 
contain archaeological resources. Consequently, the East 55th Street APE is not sensitive 
for prehistoric resources. The SHPO concurred with this conclusion in a letter dated 
February 16, 2001 (included in Appendix 8). 

Historic Period. Documentary and cartographic research indicates that no historic structures 
or features were present on the East 52nd, 53rd, 54th, and 55th S1reet roadbeds. Therefore, no 
historic archaeological resources are anticipated in the streetbeds. Between the streets, the 
blocks between East 52nd and 55th Streets on the west side of Park Avenue were extensively 
developed in the late 19th through 20th century. These buildings were constructed after water 
and sewer lines were already available, and therefore they would not be early enough to result 
in significant archaeological resources (see the discussion above of the types of historic 
resources of interest in the New York area). 

Documentation of Disturbance/Identification of Potential Undisturbed Resources 

The discussion below focuses first on the roadbeds of 52nd, 53rd, 54th, and 55th Streets. 
Fallowing that evaluation, the non-street portion of the APE is considered. This consists of a 
roughly 100-foot-wide area on each of the three blocks adjacent to the west side of Park Avenue 
between 52nd and 55th Street. 

Roadbeds. To construct East 52nd, 53rd, 54th, and 55th Streets, the land was graded and/or 
filled to make it level and suitable for streets. In addition, sewer, water, gas, and electrical 
utilities were also buried beneath these roadbeds. These utilities may be in original soils, or they 
may be in fill, depending on the specific grading activities that were required. 

In addition to these changes, East 52nd Street was part of the large area excavated in the early 
20th century to create GCT's two-level track network. All the soil beneath this large area was 
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excavated, down to rock. Once the new train terminal was created, buildings and streets were 
gradually constructed above the terminal. 

On East 53rd Street, a small ventilation facility for the ElF subway was constructed below 
grade, connecting to street level. However, the subway tunnel itself was built through bedrock 
and would not have disturbed areas above it. Consequently, some areas of original soil may have 
remained undisturbed above the subway and around the ventilation facility. 

On East 54th Street, borings completed within the streetbed directly west of Park Avenue 
indicate fill levels extending between 12 to 20 feet below grade, consisting of sandy silt, with 
no evidence of organic materials. The lack of organic material and depth and content of fill 
suggest, respectively, that the area was, in fact, low-lying and does not contain the topographic 
features associated with Native American occupation. Based on this information, there is little 
chance that Native Americans inhabited the immediate area. Consequently, the East 54th Street 
roadbed west of Park Avenue has no prehistoric sensitivity. 

The East Side Access DEIS, summarizing the conclusions of the Stage 1 A archaeological 
resources assessment indicated that on 54th Street east of Park Avenue and 55th Street west 
of Park Avenue, the disturbance associated with grading, filling, and installation of utilities may 
have left some original soils undisturbed. As described earlier, there is some chance that a 
stream once flowed through the area and that it may therefore have been used by Native 
Americans. The extent of filling or grading that occurred after tha,t time is unknown, and 
therefore some prehistoric surfaces may remain protected beneath the street. Prehistoric 
resources are rare throughout the city, and particularly in Manhattan. Therefore, these two 
streetbeds and East 53rd Street (discussed above) were assumed in the DEIS to retain a low to 
moderate sensitivity for prehistoric resources. Since publication o{ the DE/5, however, a 
review of boring logs indicated that the East 55th Street APE is not sensitive for 
archaeological resources from the prehistoric period. 

Blocks between 52nd and 55th Streets. The blocks between East 52nd and 55th Streets west 
of Park A venue have undergone several periods of construction. All three blocks are now 
occupied by large buildings with basements. Beneath those basements, the buildings have 
massive foundations due to their size. Those foundations rest on the bedrock below. The depths 
of excavations required for the basements and foundations would certainly have impacted any 
undisturbed soils that were originally at the surface during prehistoric times. Consequently, 
there is no sensitivity for significant prehistoric resources in those three blocks. 

EAST44THAND45THSTREETAPE 

Preliminary Identification of the Possibility of Archaeological Resources Being Present Within 
the APEs 

Prehistoric Period. Historic maps indicate that this APE was well-drained land about one 
block west of a stream, and, therefore, may have been attractive to Native Americans. Conse
quently, before taking into account any disturbance activities, this APE has a moderate potential 
for prehistoric resources. 

Historic Period. Before late 19th century development, no historic structures or features were 
identified in this APE, with the exception of a small wooden structure that stood on the site at 
47 East 44th Street. This structure, built before 1879, was replaced in 1887 by a 5-story brick 
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dwelling with a basement. The brick structure was enlarged with an addition to the rear of the 
lot in the early 20th century and is still extant. 

Documentation of Disturbance/Identification of Potential Undisturbed Resources 

The non-street portion of this APE has been developed with two structures with basements: the 
late 19th century brick structure that still stands at 47 East 44th Street, and the 20-story office 
building at 347 Madison Avenue. The construction work associated with these two structures 
would have disturbed any original prehistoric surfaces on their sites. The East 44th Street 
roadbed has been disturbed by the installation of utilities twice~ first prior to the construction 
of the GCT tracks and subsequently after their construction. A retaining wall for the below
grade rail complex was also constructed in this portion of the street. The late 19th century 
building at 4 7 East 44th Street would have disturbed any potential prehistoric or historic 
resources on that site. Therefore, this APE is overall not sensitive for either prehistoric or 
historic-period resources. 

QUEENS ALIGNMENT 

OVERVIEW 

The Queens alignment APE includes all areas that would be disturbed by construction of the 
new tunnels, tracks, and other features of the Preferred Alternative .. It also includes the area that 
could be affected by a new connection between the Hunterspoint A venue LIRR station and the 
nearby subway under the TSM Alternative. 

In Queens, most of the project alignment consists of a surficiallayt::r of fill, ranging in thickness 
from approximately 5 to 35 feet. An organic deposit of peat and organic silt was encountered in 
the area north of Sunnyside Yard, from 3 to 10 feet thick. The entire Queens alignment is 
underlain by glacial deposits that vary between 10 and more than 60 feet thick. These glacial de
posits are of variable type, distribution, and thickness that is representative of the complex con
ditions typically found at the rear of terminal moraines. Decomposed rock and bedrock underlie 
the glacial deposits at depths ranging from 40 to more than 100 feet. The depth to rock generally 
increases from west to east. 

PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF THE POSSIBILITY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES BEING PRESENT WITHIN THE APEs 

Prehistoric Period 

Evidence ofNative American utilization within the Queens alignment project area and its vicini
ty is well documented~OPRHP and NYSM have identified six prehistoric sites in the area. 
Four of the sites fall outside the boundaries of the project area. Of the two closest sites, one may 
fall within the boundaries of the yards and one directly adjacent, as follows: 

• 

* 

New York State Museum #4538 (ACP* Queens #-no number assigned): This refers to a 
village site in Long Island City. The location provided by NYSM includes the entire yard 
complex and surrounding area~from the rail yard complex on the southeast to 12th Street 

Archaeologist Arthur C. Parker's research into the known prehistoric sites of New York State identi
fied a number of sites within New York City in his 1920 publication, The Archaeological History of 
New York. These are given numbered designations (ACP #).The New York State Museum locates 
these sites based on Parker's maps. 
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on the northwest. Therefore, this village site may potentially be within the project area or 
immediately adjacent to it. 

• New York State Museum #4537 (ACP Queens #14): This refers to a burial site in Long Is
land City. Archaeologists differ on the placement of the site, placing it either on or northeast 
of Broadway, or on or near Crescent Street. Though not precisely located by NYSM, the site 
may either be 6,500 feet from the project area, or overlap at the northwestern edge of the rail 
yard complex and extend to 11th Street on the northwest. 

As described above, because of the lack of clarity and the age of the sources that identify these 
sites, the identified sites only serve as indicators of potential sensitivity. 

Prehistoric topographical conditions in the Queens alignment area would have been conducive 
to use by Native Americans. The project area consisted of marsh, salt meadow, and elevated 
knolls, interspersed with ridges and wooded areas on and surrounding the project area. 
However, while the marshes that once existed east and west of Hunters Point Avenue and 
extending east to Queens Street would have been attractive hunting and gathering locations for 
native peoples, it is unlikely that any campsite, settlement, or processing area would have been 
located within the marsh. Instead, these would have been established on nearby dry, elevated 
land. Therefore, although the project area may have been utilized by Native Americans, types 
of occupation would have varied depending on the topographical conditions. Consequently, 
before taking into account any disturbance activities, the APE has varying levels of sensitivity 
throughout the project area. 

Historic Period 

The earliest recorded European residents in the vicinity of the project area were in the Dutch 
Kills area, to the west of the project site. There were few roads in the vicinity of the project area, 
which was isolated from the rest ofLong Island. Crops were transported to New York City mar
kets on boats on the East River, or from a wharf on the current Court Street, down Dutch Kills 
and Newtown Creek to the East River. By the time of the Revolution, there were a few isolated 
farmsteads, clustered along a road that ran between the current Skillman Avenue and Northern 
Boulevard. British forces occupied northwestern Queens from 1776 until 1783. Middleburg 
Road, which formerly ran diagonally through the center of the rail yards to the east of the 
current Honeywell Street viaduct and continued southeasterly past the current boundaries of the 
yard, was the chief communication and transportation route between east and west, and the 
eastern section of the yards and areas farther east were heavily manned with British troops, with 
soldiers bivouacked in huts and tents and on farms and fields along the road. Even until the 
1880's and 1890's, some of the huts were still visible, and there were regular reports of farmers 
plowing up Revolutionary War relics. 

During the 1880's and 1890's, many of the farms on the site of the future rail yards were subdi
vided. By 1891, more than 100 small frame and brick houses had been built on the site of the 
future rail yard complex, including a small hamlet, Sunnyside, built between Northern and 
Queens Boulevards. By 1903, many houses filled the future yards site, though this neighborhood 
was short lived. From 1903 to 1905, all the houses were razed and the land was leveled by the 
Pennsylvania Railroad for construction of the rail yards. In 1909, the viaduct bridges were con
structed over the yards and the rail yard complex opened in 1910. Since then, the yard complex, 
which also contains the LIRR Main Line and Port Washington Branches, has been utilized for 
railroad operations to the present day. 
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Due to the large number of farmhouses and other residential properties that once occupied the 
project area, before taking into account any disturbance activities the project area is considered 
potentially sensitive for a range of shallowly and deeply buried archaeological resources along 
the former Middleburg Road, and in the areas of the dwellings erected in the late 19th and early 
20th centuries (in the form of wells, privies, cisterns, and foundations) prior to construction of 
the yard complex. In addition, there is also the potential for resources relating to the British oc
cupation of the area during the Revolution along Middleburg Road. 

DOCUMENTATION OF DISTURBANCE/IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL 
UNDISTURBED RESOURCES 

During residential and commercial development of the area beginning in the 1860's and 1870's, 
meadows were filled in and old roads raised to a higher grade, often using local hills as fill 
sources. As described above, in the first decade of the 20th century, the Pennsylvania Railroad 
leveled the area of the future rail yards, filling in low-lying meadow and swamp land, andre
moving hills within the yard boundaries. An estimated 2.5 million cubic yards of earth were de
posited at the meadow at the Dutch Kills headwaters, now the westernmost third of the rail 
yards, roughly west of the current Van Dam Street. 

As described above, prehistoric archaeological resources are typically shallowly buried, usually 
within 3 to 4 feet of the prehistoric surface, and therefore vulnerable to later construction activi
ties. Therefore, early grading and residential development would have compromised the prehis
toric potential of the project area, including the above-described NYSM sites, while subsequent 
rail yard construction would have affected later historic-period resources. The analysis of the 
project area-the Queens alignment and area of the TSM Alternative tunnel at Hunters Point 
A venue-identified a number of potentially sensitive locations, which have been rated low, 
moderate, or high based on the potential for containing prehistoric and historic-period resources 
and depending on levels of disturbance. However, conclusions concerning both sensitivity and 
impact are based primarily on a comparison of topographic maps that detail land contours along 
the Queens alignment before and after the Sunnyside Yard and LIRR track construction. Al
though earlier topographic maps were reviewed, they provided only crude descriptions of topog
raphy due to lack of elevation numbers. In addition, disturbance and filling episodes prior to the 
construction of Sunnyside Yard can only be generally documented. 

Taking into account the likelihood of prehistoric and historic-period occupation and subsequent 
disturbance activity, the following areas were identified as having moderate and high sensitivity 
for archaeological resources (see Figure 8-8): 

• Area of proposed demolition of the warehouse buildings between Northern Boulevard and 
Yard A. This area is potentially sensitive for prehistoric resources. Soil borings indicate that 
this area has 10 feet of fill or less. 

• Three areas between the Thomson A venue and Queens Boulevard bridges as follows: 1) the 
area that extends along the northern edge of Yard A between the Thomson A venue and 
Queens Boulevard bridges is potentially sensitive for prehistoric resources; 2) the small 
triangular area of tracks bounded by the northern edge of Yard A, Dutch Kills Street, and 
the Thomson Avenue bridge is sensitive for historic-period resources relating to 18th and 
19th century residential lots (including shaft features such as privies, cisterns, and wells); 
and 3) an area adjacent to and east of Dutch Kills Street and the Thomson Avenue bridge is 
potentially sensitive for 18th and 19th century historic-period resources relating to residen
tial uses as described above. 
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• Three areas between the Queens Boulevard and Honeywell Street bridges as follows: 1) the 
area that extends along the northern edge of Yard A between the Queens Boulevard and 
Honeywell Street bridges is potentially sensitive in different locations for prehistoric 
resources and historic-period resources relating to a ca. 1650 grist mill; soil borings indicate 
that a portion of this area has 10 feet of fill or less; 2) a small area along the proposed tunnel 
alignment is potentially sensitive for prehistoric resources and has 10 feet or less of fill; and 
3) an area along the north side of the proposed Harold Interlocking work and in the area of 
the proposed new Sunnyside station near the Queens Boulevard bridge is potentially 
sensitive for prehistoric resources and historic-period resources relating to 18th and 19th 
century residential lots (including shaft features such as privies, cisterns, and wells). 

• Two areas between the 39th Street viaduct and 43rd Street (Laurel Hill Avenue), as follows: 
1) a portion of the area proposed for the Harold Interlocking work is potentially sensitive for 
historic-period resources relating to 18th and 19th century residential lots; and 2) an area 
adjacent to the western edge of the loop track at 43rd Street is pot,;:ntially sensitive for his
toric-period archaeological resources relating to British and Hessian troop occupation 
during the Revolutionary War. 

• The area between 43rd Street (Laurel Hill Avenue) and 48th Street (Gosman Avenue), 
bounded by 37th Avenue to the north and Barnett Avenue to the south, is potentially sensi
tive for historic-period resources relating to British troop occupation during the Revolu
tionary War. 

ROOSEVELT ISLAND 

PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF THE POSSIBILITY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES BEING PRESENT WITHIN THE APE 

Prehistoric Period 

Although there does not appear to be any documentary evidence of prehistoric sites on 
Roosevelt Island, since prehistoric sites are documented in Manhattan and Queens not far from 
the site, it is likely that Native Americans did at some point visit Roosevelt Island. At the time 
of European contact, the proposed site of the substation was land under water. The East Side 
Access DE IS noted that because sea levels gradually rose during the prehistoric period as the 
glaciers of the last ice age retreated, it is possible that during some prehistoric period the site 
may have contained habitable land that may have been occupied by Native Americans. The 
DE IS therefore concluded that before taking into account any disturbance activities, this APE 
(conservatively defined as the area within 100 feet of the existing subway ventilation shaft) is 
considered to have a low to moderate sensitivity for prehistoric resources. Since publication of 
the DE/5, however, borings have been taken on Roosevelt Island and reviewed by Histor
ical Perspectives, Inc. The boring logs indicate that the site on Roosevelt Island is not sen
sitive for prehistoric resources. No evidence of a prehistoric living surface exists at the site; 
rather, Roosevelt Island was enlarged in the 20th century by placing fill directly above the 
sand and gravel river bottom. SHPO concurred with this conclusion in a letter dated 
February 16, 2001 (included in Appendix B). 

Historic Period 

As described above, prior to development activities, the Roosevelt Island APE was under water. 
By 1866, a bulkhead and pier line had been established around Roosevelt Island and the island 
had been filled to this line. Following the filling of the shoreline along the East River, the site 
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remained undeveloped with the exception of a short-term unidentifiable structure there from ap
proximately 1885 through 1890. Because of the short duration of the structure, it has little re
search value, and the APE does not have any potential for significant historic-period archaeo
logical resources. 

DOCUMENTATION OF DISTURBANCE/IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL 
UNDISTURBED RESOURCES 

As described above, the shoreline edges of Roosevelt Island were filled in to create regular, 
bulkheaded riverfronts. In the 1970's, a subway ventilation shaft for the 63rd Street Tunnel was 
constructed south of and contiguous with the proposed substation site. Although the DE/5 indi
cated the possibility of buried prehistoric resources at the site, a review of boring logs after 
publication of the DE/5 indicated that the site is not sensitive for archaeological resources 
from the prehistoric or historic period. 

FRESH POND YARD, QUEENS 

PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF THE POSSIBILITY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES BEING PRESENT WITHIN THE APE 

Prehistoric Period 

Until the 20th century, prior to historic development on the site, the area of Fresh Pond Yard ap
pears to have been relatively level and wooded. Historic maps indicate that the area was once 
swampy and dotted with fresh water ponds, but the yard site itself was dry and included a knoll 
that could have been attractive to Native Americans. In 1930, elevations at the yard site varied 
between 85 and 100 feet above sea level, cresting at the northeastern section of the yard. There
fore, the yard's prehistoric topographical features and its proximity to a fresh water source could 
have made it possible that the site was utilized by Native Americans in some capacity. In addi
tion, Fresh Pond, a fresh water source, was located within approximately 2,000 feet of the 
western portion of the yard, and about 3,000 feet from the east portion of the yard, making water 
easily accessible to Native Americans. Consequently, prior to taking into account any distur
bance activities, Fresh Pond Yard has a high sensitivity for prehistoric resources. 

Historic Period 

Through the 19th century, the yard encompassed the back acreage oflarge farms that bordered 
Fresh Pond Road, one of the early transportation routes in this part of Queens. The farm struc
tures, which typically included the farmhouse, bam, privy, and other outbuildings, fronted onto 
Fresh Pond Road, far from the yard. Mid-19th century maps show that the area of the yard was 
undeveloped woodland. Since it is unlikely that any significant features relating to the 
agricultural/domestic history of the site would have been located so far from the active farm 
compounds, the yard has no potential resources relating to these homesteads .. 

Starting in the late 19th century, the area of the yard was used exclusively by the railroad. Rail
road-related resources indicated on historic maps, including tracks, switching and signaling 
boxes, and towers, are not considered to have archaeological importance since they would have 
been upgraded and their mechanisms removed as technology advanced. Therefore, the yard is 
not sensitive for railroad-related historic-period archaeological resources. 
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DOCUMENTATION OF DISTURBANCE/IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL 
UNDISTURBED RESOURCES 

The DE/5 for the East Side Access Project concluded that, if Fresh Pond Yard had been 
filled to raise the land for tracks and other railroad uses, the fill materials may have pre
served and protected some prehistoric archaeological resources below, and therefore 
Fresh Pond Yard might possess undisturbed areas that are sensitive for prehistoric re
sources. Following publication of the OE/5, borings were taken at Fresh Pond Yard. Logs 
of these borings were examined by Historical Perspectives, Inc. The boring logs indicate 
that fill extends to at least 12 feet below the surface in the location of the proposed 
building at Fresh Pond, and elsewhere in the yard, the fill extends at least 4 feet below the 
surface. Within those fill materials, no evidence of potentially habitable prehistoric living 
surfaces was identified in boring fogs. Beneath this fill/eve/, Fresh Pond Yard retains a high 
sensitivity for prehistoric resources. The SHPO concurred with this conclusion in a letter 
dated November 7 7, 2000 (included in Appendix B.) 

HIGHBRIDGE YARD, THE BRONX 

PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF THE POSSIBILITY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES BEING PRESENT WITHIN THE APE 

Prehistoric Period 

There are a number of documented prehistoric sites in the area surrounding Highbridge Yard, 
although there are no sites reported within or in direct proximity to the yard. Prior to historic de
velopment and filling, Highbridge Yard was predominantly either inundated by the Harlem 
River or marsh along its shore. It is possible that the area of the yard experienced a short period 
when it was drained and dry, when sea levels were lower. At that time, the site could have been 
utilized by Native Americans for fishing and other food procurement. Extensive borings con
ducted across the site over the last decade do not indicate the presence of extensive shell depo
sits on the site, which would have been indicative of a Native American presence there. Given 
the lack of extensive shell deposits and the short span of time prehistorically that the site would 
have been dry and inhabitable, it is highly unlikely that the site was used for prehistoric activ
ities. Furthermore, even if prehistoric resource were once present below fill layers, they would 
have been subject to currents and tidal actions for more than 4,000 years, as well as more recent 
dredging activities, and therefore would be disturbed. Consequently, even without considering 
disturbance from later development of rail uses at the site, Highbridge Yard is not considered to 
have potential to contain significant prehistoric archaeological resources. 

Historic Period 

Until the 1860's, Highbridge Yard was either marsh or under water. The yard area was filled to 
its current western boundary in stages starting in the late 1860's, and concluding in the early- to 
mid-20th century. Due to the late period of the fill, the fill itself is not considered to have 
archaeological potential. Commencing in the 1860's, the area of the yard was utilized exclu
sively by the railroad, and numerous tracks and buildings were built and later demolished in the 
yard. As described above, the sites of railroad tracks, switching mechanisms, and towers, would 
not be considered to have archaeological potential as they have been upgraded and removed 
through time. The DEIS concluded that the sites of structures that existed in Highbridge Yard 
for longer periods of time, such as the carpenter shop and blacksmith shop, among others, and 
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a shorter lived 30-stall roundhouse built to service New York Central's engines, could provide 
information on railroad technology and its adaptation at Highbridge Yard. The DEIS therefore 
indicated that the locations of these structures, which are expected to be shallowly buried 
within the fill, were potentially sensitive for historic archaeological resources. 

Following publication of the DE/5, additional research was conducted to determine the 
potential significance of the railroad structures that once stood at High bridge Yard (this re
search effort is documented in the Archaeological Resource Evaluation Topic Intensive 
Study of Highbridge Yard prepared by Historical Perspectives, Inc. in August 2000). This 
report concludes that the railroad structures built at Highbridge Yard were intended as 
temporary, marginal structures and their sites would lack the integrity to produce valuable 
archaeological information. Furthermore, more pertinent examples of those types of struc
tures existed elsewhere and have been well documented and studied. Therefore, there is 
a very low potential that National Register-eligible remains that would make a substantive 
contribution to the archaeological record are located at Highbridge Yard. The SHPO 
agreed with the conclusions of this report in a letter dated October 5, 2000 (included in 
Appendix 8 of this FEIS). 

DOCUMENTATION OF DISTURBANCE/IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL 
UNDISTURBED RESOURCES 

As described above, Highbridge Yard has no potential to possess significant buried ar
chaeological resources from the prehistoric or historic periods. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

With the exception of the Cerro Wire site, the locations being assessed as potential nighttime 
storage yard sites-Babylon, Yaphank East, Yaphank West, Ronkonkoma, Pilgrim Hospital, and 
Riverhead-have the potential to contain archaeological resources. The southern portion of the 
proposed Cerro Wire site was previously analyzed as part of a separate and unrelated project, 
The Mall at Oyster Bay (Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Mall at Oyster Bay, May 
2000). The report concluded that the site had little potential for either prehistoric or historic
period archaeological resources based on original topography and previous subsurface disturb
ance. In its review of that project, SHPO concurred with that assessment and concluded that the 
project would have no impact on cultural resources (SHPO correspondence, March 8, 1999). 
The remaining northern portion of the site, located on the Syosset Landfill, would not be antici
pated to have archaeological potential due to extensive subsurface disturbance. 

Of the remaining yard sites being assessed, the Yaphank East, Yaphank West, and Riverhead 
sites may be archaeologically sensitive for prehistoric archaeological resources due to their 
proximity to fresh water sources and local water bodies. The Yaphank East and West sites are 
close to the Carmans River. In addition, the Yaphank East site is !located next to a small ceme
tery, and, therefore, may also be sensitive for historic-period archaeological resources. The 
Riverhead site is located close to several bodies of water, including Saw Mill Creek, the Peconic 
River, and Flanders Bay. 

The Babylon and Ronkonkoma sites are situated within a more built-up environment. The 
archaeological potential of each depends on the proximity and type of reported prehistoric sites 
in the region, their historic use, and the degree of subsurface disturbance each site has 
experienced. Based on a map of Archaeologically Sensitive Areas provided by the Suffolk 
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County Archaeological Society for the Heartland Business Center Project (Generic Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Heartland Business Center, March 1983), the Pilgrim 
Hospital site may fall within or substantially contiguous with areas that have been identified as 
having generalized prehistoric activity. 

C. FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Without the proposed project, any archaeological resources buried in the APEs will most likely 
remain in place, though disturbance could occur in some APEs. In streetbed locations, work on 
utilities and other in-street work could have some additional effect on 1;hose resources, as could 
routine maintenance and repair work in the rail yards. Possible redevelopment unrelated to the 
proposed project on the Pilgrim Hospital and Riverhead sites may also lead to the disturbance 
of potential archaeological resources, if they exist. Otherwise, there is no reason to expect them 
to be disturbed. 

D. PROBABLE IMP ACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

As project plans proceed with commencement of preliminary engineering, ongoing consultation 
will be undertaken with SHPO at OPRHP and with the federal Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, if they wish to be involved. This ongoing consultation is mandated by Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. As part of the consultation process, additional 
work will be performed where the potential for significant impacts to archeological resources 
has been identified, described below. As discussed below, this work will involve the under
taking of appropriate mitigation measures to avoid significant impacts to the extent practicable. 
The potential impacts associated with project alternatives are described below. 

Throughout the preparation of the E/5, SHPO was consulted regarding the various ele
ments of the analysis. In addition, representatives of SHPO met with representatives of 
East Side Access on April 26, 2000. Copies of the correspondence are included in Appen
dix B. SHPO concurred with the information and findings contained in the Stage lA archaeo
logical resources assessment, addenda, and topic-intensive study and with the summary in 
this chapter in correspondence dated January 12, 2000; july 7, 2000; August 4, 2000; August 
8, 2000; October 5, 2000; November 17, 2000; and February 16, 200 1. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

As described earlier, the No Action Alternative would involve measures available to the LIRR 
as routine management that would not require major new construction. Therefore, this alterna
tive does not have the potential to affect archaeological resources. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

No areas of potential prehistoric or historic-period sensitivity have been identified in the loca
tion of the proposed pedestrian bridge between the LIRR station and subway at Hunters Point 
A venue. Therefore, this alternative would have no significant adverse effects on archaeological 
resources. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

As described above under "Existing Conditions," because of the long history of activity in parts 
of the study areas, archaeological sites containing artifacts, features, and architectural remains 
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may be buried in the project areas. Many of these locations that once contained archaeological 
resources have since been disturbed or destroyed by later grading, excavation, installation of 
utilities, construction of subway lines, and other development activities. In some locations, how
ever, archaeological resources may remain. If present, these could provide information about the 
early history of Manhattan, Queens, and the Bronx, and therefore may be eligible for listing on 
the State and National Registers of Historic Places. 

The archaeological assessment completed for the project identified areas that would be affected 
by the Preferred Alternative that may contain archaeological resources. As described above, 
many of the project APEs-a portion of the Manhattan alignment, the Queens alignment, and 
most of the Long Island yard sites-have the potential to contain buried archaeological resour
ces from the prehistoric period. In addition, portions of the Queens alignment APE have the po
tential to contain buried archaeological resources from the historic period. In many of these 
locations, the specific depth of fill materials that may have covered and protected earlier archae
ological resources is unknown. In addition, in some locations, the specific depth and extent of 
project disturbance is not yet known. In all such areas, the analysis conservatively assumes that 
the project could result in significant adverse impacts to archaeological resources, as described 
below. Additional analysis of subsurface conditions in the potentially affected areas will be con
ducted to determine fill levels as the project proceeds into prelimmary engineering. With such 
information, appropriate mitigation measures will be developed (as described in section E, be
low) to protect or recover archaeological resources that would be disturbed by construction. 

MANHATTAN ALIGNMENT 

Within the Manhattan alignment APE for Option 7, small areas of potentially prehistoric sen
sitive areas may be located beneath East 53rd Street between Park and Madison Avenues, and 
East 54th Street between Lexington and Park A venues. 

Proposed construction required for Option 1 on East 53rd Street west of Park Avenue and on 
East 54th Street east of Park Avenue could adversely affect prehistoric resources, if any are 
buried beneath those streets. In addition, the cut and cover work required to create a new train 
tunnel for Option 7 in the area just west of Park Avenue between 52nd and 55th Streets could 
adversely affect prehistoric resources beneath 52nd and 53rd Streets, if any are located there. 
However, as described in Chapter 2 (?roject Alternatives"), Option 2 has been selected 
as the preferred engineering option for the Manhattan alignment. Option 2 would avoid 
affecting potentially sensitive areas of 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Streets. 

QUEENS ALIGNMENT 

Proposed work along the Queens alignment would cause varying levels of disturbance to areas 
that may contain prehistoric archaeological resources, including in the locations ofNYSM sites 
#4538 and 4537, and historic-period archaeological resources. Th~ deepest and most extensive 
areas of impact would be related to tunnel construction through an area that may contain buried 
prehistoric resources, located between Northern Boulevard and Yard A, and in two areas be
tween the Queens Boulevard and Honeywell Street bridges that may contain prehistoric and 
historic-period resources. As described above, these locations have 10 feet or less of fill, so that 
the original land beneath would be disturbed by the proposed excavation. 

In addition, proposed construction within Yard A would affect an area that may contain archaeo
logical resources at the Thomson Avenue bridge. The installation of utility lines within Yard A 
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may also affect areas that may contain prehistoric archaeological resources, including along the 
northern edge of Yard A between the Thomson A venue and Honeywell Street bridges, and an 
area in Yard A between the Queens Boulevard and Honeywell Street bridges. Even if trenches 
are dug only to a depth of 5 feet, they may affect shallowly buried prehistoric resources, if any 
are located there, since as described above, these are typically located within 3 to 4 feet of the 
pre-development surface. 

Proposed construction of the new Sunnyside station, including the headhouse and platforms, 
would affect an area between the Queens Boulevard and Honeywell Street bridges where ar
chaeological resources may be present. Proposed Harold Interlocking work would also affect an 
area that may contain archaeological resources located between the Queens Boulevard and 
Honeywell Street bridges, as well as two other such areas between the 39th Street bridge and 
43rd Street. Proposed loop track work could also affect an area where archaeological resources 
may be present along the west side of 43rd Street. 

In the area between 43rd and 48th Streets, from 37th Avenue to Barnett Avenue, proposed 
Harold Interlocking work, including embankment modifications and construction of a new via
duct bridge(s) would affect an area where archaeological resources from the historic-period may 
be present. 

As described below under "Mitigation Measures," as project plans proceed, additional work will 
be performed in coordination with SHPO to further delineate the archaeologically sensitive 
areas that could be affected by the Preferred Alternative. 

ROOSEVELT ISLAND, FRESH POND YARD, AND HIGHBRIDGE YARD 

At Roosevelt Island, the site is not sensitive for prehistoric or historic-period archaeological 
resources. Therefore, the East Side Access Project would not result in significant adverse 
impacts to archaeological resources on Roosevelt Island. 

At Fresh Pond Yard, the construction of a new maintenance facility is anticipated to affect soils 
approximately 6 to 10 feet below grade in the east part of the yard, and proposed utility exca
vations would affect areas up to 5 feet deep. The proposed work would not extend beneath 
the existing fill materials at Fresh Pond Yard. Therefore, potential resources that may be 
present at Fresh Pond Yard are outside of the project's APE, and, iF present, would not be 
adversely affected by the East Side Access Project. 

No potential significant prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources were identi
fied at Highbridge Yard. Therefore, the East Side Access Project would not result in any 
significant adverse impacts to archaeological resources at Highbridge Yard. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

As described in Chapter 2, with the Preferred Alternative, additional space would be re
quired for nighttime storage of rail cars. All of the illustrative yard sites analyzed in this 
FEIS other than the Cerro Wire site appear to have to the potential to contain archaeological re
sources from the prehistoric and historic periods. Documentary and cartographic research, as 
described below, would be undertaken at the selected yard sites, to determine the prehistoric and 
historic-period archaeological potential. 
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E. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The investigation of archaeological resources identified numerous locations where the Preferred 
Alternative would disturb areas that may contain archaeological resources. If resources are 
present there, and if they are significant resources that are eligible for the State and National 
Registers, the Preferred Alternative would result in a significant adverse impact. 

As described earlier, as project plans proceed, ongoing consultation will be undertaken with 
SHPO and with the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. As part of the consulta
tion process, additional work will be performed where the potential for significant impacts to ar
chaeological resources has been identified for the project components. This ongoing consulta
tion is mandated by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. The future 
steps to be taken and any mitigation measures to be developed in consultation with SHPO are 
included in a Programmatic Agreement executed by SH PO, FTA, and MT A. A copy of the 
Programmatic Agreement is included in Appendix B. 

The continuing work consists first of investigative measures using !borings to further understand 
the filling and grading that have occurred at project areas in Queens. Once preliminary 
engineering is under way and the locations of the proposed construction activities have been 
fully determined, soil borings would be performed in those locations where they have not 
already been completed and analyzed for this section of the EIS. The results of the proposed 
borings would be used by professional archaeologists to determine depths of fill, and, where 
possible, the sensitivity of the areas to be affected by the proposed project. For the Queens 
alignment, soil borings would be performed in all areas of sensitivity where they have not 
already been completed. Upon completion of the soil borings, impacts would be reevaluated by 
professional archaeologists based on indication of potential sensitivity. 

At any locations where borings or additional research confirm the potential for significant ar
chaeological resources to exist, appropriate mitigation measures would be developed through 
ongoing consultation with SHPO. This may include Stage 1B subsurface archaeological testing 
in the form of trenching/shovel test pits to investigate the sensitive sections that would be im
pacted by proposed construction. The testing would be done to locate and identify any potential 
prehistoric or historic cultural features or deposits, so that the presence or absence of resources, 
and their extent if they are in fact present, could be determined. For resources that are identified 
as present, mitigation may also include Stage 2 subsurface investigation, as well as further re
search, to determine whether or not the resources identified are eligible for the State and 
National Registers. If resources are determined to meet National Register eligibility criteria, 
Stage 3 data recovery in the form of a full-scale excavation or avoidance of the resources would 
be undertaken. The Programmatic Agreement executed by FT A, MT A, and SHPO outlines the 
process and measures to be undertaken to avoid any significant adverse impacts to archaeo
logical resources. 

As described earlier, prior to selecting sites for development of new nighttime railcar 
storage yards, MTA/LIRR will undertake an evaluation process to identify potential sites 
and consider the environmental impacts, including effects on archaeological resources, 
at those sites. At any sites other than those that are clearly disturbed and therefore that 
cannot possess archaeological resources, Stage 1A archaeological reports would be prepared 
to assess the potential archaeological sensitivity of the sties. This would include a site file search 
at OPRHP, NYSM, and any local repositories as well as cartographic research. •!• 

8-21 



Chapter 9: Transportation 

A. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter assesses the effects of the project alternatives on regional travel patterns and on 
specific local components of the region's transportation system-traffic, parking, subway, bus, 
other commuter railroads, and pedestrian conditions. In terms of regional travel, the project 
would provide an overall benefit by improving transportation service from Long Island and 
eastern Queens to Manhattan and Queens. It would provide commuters destined for Manhattan 
with increased and improved train service-there would be more trains into Manhattan, greater 
availability of seats, and the flexibility to get directly to the East Side of Midtown Manhattan in 
addition to the West Side. It would reduce auto commutation into Manhattan as well, by di
verting auto trips from eastern Queens and Long Island, to the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR). 

At the same time, however, the project could result in localized effects on other transportation 
elements. These would include the potential for increased traffic at intersections surrounding 
Grand Central Terminal (GCT), where the number of taxis would mcrease; these effects would 
also include increased traffic and parking at LIRR stations in eastern Queens and on Long 
Island, where the number of riders is projected to increase because of the Preferred Alternative. 
Other local effects would include increases to ridership on subways serving GCT, and increases 
to the number of pedestrians in the terminal. However, at the same time, there would be 
decreases in pedestrian, subway, and taxi activity in the Penn Station area, where passenger 
movements would be less congested, vehicle traffic on the street network would be less 
congested, and crowding in subway stations and on subway lines would be eased. 

The project's effects on transportation are analyzed in the following sections of this chapter: 

• B: Regional Issues, discussing regional travel patterns. 

• C: Grand Central Terminal Area, which evaluates the vehicle traffic and taxi pickup and 
dropoffactivity around GCT; pedestrian flows throughout GCT, including connections 
between LIRR platforms, the Lexington A venue subway line, and street-level destina
tions; on-street pedestrian conditions near OCT; and passenger conditions at the 42nd 
Street Lexington A venue subway station, including its stairwells, platforms, and line
haul capacity. 

• D: Sunnyside/Long Island City Area, analyzing vehicle traffic, pickup and dropoff activity, 
and pedestrian conditions at the new Sunnyside station. 

• E: Eastern Queens and Long Island, which considers increased vehicle traffic, pickup and 
dropoff activity, and parking demand at LIRR stations. 

Each section includes a discussion of analysis methodologies; an assessment of existing condi
tions and future conditions common to all alternatives; an evaluation of the probable impacts of 

9A-l 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

the No Action, Transportation Systems Management, and Preferred Alternatives; and an identi
fication of measures to mitigate any significant adverse impacts identified. 

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

Since the traffic and transportation analyses conducted for this project were extremely compre
hensive and quite detailed technically, a summary of the key findings is provided below. The 
analyses documented within the remainder of this chapter of the EIS focus primarily on the po
tential for significant adverse impacts and measures that would mitigate those impacts, as is the 
standard procedure for environmental impact studies. The substantial benefits that would be 
generated by the Preferred Alternative are noted, but are not documented at the same level of de
tail, as per typical environmental impact study procedures. The analyses summarized in the key 
findings below focus on year 2010 conditions, which is the analysis year for this EIS. The de
tailed analyses that follow within the remainder of this chapter outline conditions in both 2010 
and 2020, a 1 0-year horizon analysis year also considered in the EIS. 

REGIONAL EFFECTS 

The Preferred Alternative is expected to bring about 62,000 LIRR riders into GCT during the 
4-hour weekday AM peak period in the year 2010, and just 5 percent more (about 65,000) in the 
year 2020.11 would also reduce the volume ofLIRR riders arriving at Penn Station in the 4-hour 
AM peak period by about 45,700 in the year 2010 (representing a 45 percent reduction in LIRR 
commuter activity in Penn Station). Many of these new LIRR commuters into GCT currently 
take LIRR trains to Penn Station, but a significant volume of new riders would be diverted from 
their autos. Overall, the Preferred Alternative would reduce total daily vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) by about 342,000 in 2010 and by 375,000 in 2020. There would be 11,000 fewer daily 
auto trips to work in 2010, and 12,000 fewer trips in 2020. 

The Preferred Alternative would also improve transportation service for other providers. In 
Manhattan, the project would create new capacity in Penn Station that could benefit MNR, 
allowing MNR to bring service for its commuters to Penn Station if that agency's Penn Station 
Access Project is implemented. IfMNR does bring new service into Penn Station, the number 
of MNR commuters shifted to Penn Station would be lower than the number of LIRR 
commuters shifted to GCT by East Side Access. In addition, the work proposed at Harold 
Interlocking in Queens would significantly improve congested conditions there. This would 
result in a positive impact for Amtrak, which operates its Northeast Corridor service through the 
interlocking. 

GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL AREA 

Traffic 

The Preferred Alternative would decrease general background traffic in the overall Midtown 
area by about 2 percent. There would be traffic increases on some streets near GCT due to in
creased taxi activity there, but also decreased taxi activity in the Penn Station area since LIRR 
commuters who presently travel to Penn Station and then take taxis to get to their East Midtown 
destinations could now take the LIRR directly to GCT. 

There would be significant traffic impacts at 12 out of the 54 intersections in the traffic study 
area and significant traffic benefits at 9 intersections in the AM peak hour, 6 significant impacts 
and 2 significant benefits in the midday peak hour, and 8 significant impacts and 6 significant 
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benefits in the PM peak hour. All significant traffic impacts could be mitigated via standard traf
fic engineering improvements such as signal phasing and timing modifications, more restrictive 
parking regulations, and by providing exclusive phases for turning movements at some inter
sections where there are significant conflicts with high volumes of pedestrians. 

The Preferred Alternative would significantly reduce parking demand in Manhattan by approxi
mately 3,000 vehicles or more on a typical weekday. 

Pedestrian Flows Within GCT 

Introducing LIRR service into GCT would significantly affect GCT pedestrian flows and condi
tions. Current efforts at GCT would, however, help disperse these new pedestrians by improving 
circulation in and around GCT. Under the Preferred Alternative, all pedestrian movements 
within GCT would function acceptably except for the new escalator bank leading to the vicinity 
of the New York Transit Museum Store on the west side of GCT' s upper concourse, and the 
eastern and western vertical circulation elements leading down to the Lexington Avenue Nos. 
4, 5, and 6 subway line. The escalator bank near the Museum Store, which operates with one es
calator up and one down at all times, would need to be operated with both escalators up in the 
AM peak period and both down in the PM peak period. Operating both escalators in the peak di
rection would partially mitigate the impact; however, this element would still be over capacity 
during peak periods. Improvements made at the subway level would help to ease the bottleneck 
at the Lexington Avenue subway circulation elements. All other existing stairwells, escalators, 
and concourse corridors and passageways within GCT would not be significantly impacted. The 
lower level platforms to be used by LIRR trains, and the stairwells, escalators, and cross pas
sageways serving LIRR commuters to be built as part of the Preferred Alternative, would also 
all typically operate at acceptable levels of service. 

Under certain delay circumstances, conditions in the 47th Street cross passage would become 
congested. Option 1 would greatly shorten the time it would take for the 47th Street cross pas
sage to become overcrowded compared to the No Action condition. Option 2 would have much 
less of a negative effect, as LIRR riders waiting for delayed trains would have their own large 
waiting area below the 47th Street cross passage. 

Lexington Avenue Subway 

The Preferred Alternative would add about 2,310 southbound riders and 970 northbound riders 
to the Lexington Avenue subway line in the 8-9 AM peak hour. Ridership increases in the 5-6 
PM peak hour would be about 15 percent lower than the AM increases. These additional riders 
would result in the following: 

• The additional LIRR passengers on the Lexington A venue subway line would result in 
significant impacts to the Nos. 4 and 5 express lines southbound in the AM peak hour. The 
local line would not experience significant impacts. Line-haul capacity utilization rates on 
the express lines would increase from 112 percent in the No Action condition to 117 percent 
with the Preferred Alternative; on the local line utilization would rise from 61 to 64 percent. 
On average, each car of each express train would have 6 additional riders, while each car of 
each local train would have 3 additional riders. 

• The new passengers from the Preferred Alternative would increase crowding on the western 
stairs and escalators (west of the Grand Hyatt Hotel) leading from Grand Central Terminal 
to the subway station mezzanine area during the AM and PM peak periods. This would ag
gravate an overcrowded condition. 
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• The Preferred Alternative would significantly affect conditions on some stairwells con
necting the mezzanine area to the platform. The new LIRR passengers would increase peak
direction flows on some stairs to the platforms by 20 to 25 percent, with the greatest number 
of passengers on the center stairs leading to the platforms. Overall, the project would cause 
Stair Pl4 (the center stair to the southbound platform) and Stairs P22 and P23 (the north end 
stairwells to both the southbound and northbound platforms) to operate over capacity. 

• On the platforms, the analysis considered different zones to account for the different 
crowding conditions in different areas. The project would create the most congestion near 
the center stairwell (P14) on the southbound platform and the center stairwells (Pl7 and 
P 19) on the northbound platform. In some locations, this increase in crowding would be 
significant. 

Recognizing the crowded condition on the Lexington Avenue line, MTA/New York City Transit 
(NYCT) is expecting to increase service during peak periods based on signalization improve
ments on the Lexington A venue line and the application of platform management techniques at 
42nd Street station. These improvements are planned regardless of whether or not East Side 
Access goes forward. NYCT will pursue, at a minimum, the following programs to increase 
line-haul capacity: the "step aside and speed the ride" campaign, which includes etched tiles in
corporated into the floor design telling passengers to "step aside" and let passengers off the 
trains; automated "dwell control announcements," quick response programs for customers who 
require medical attention while on the subway; platform assistants to expedite loading/un
loading; and wider-door cars and changes in the design of new subway cars (now on order) to 
ease movement into and out of the cars. 

In addition, the project team has been working with NYCT to develop potential mitigation mea
sures to be included as part of the ESA project which would help alleviate the crowded condi
tions at the 42nd Street Lexington A venue line station. These measures would be designed to 
help mitigate impacts on line-haul capacity, access to the subway platforms from the mezzanine, 
and access to the Lexington A venue subway mezzanine from GCT -all of which are 
interrelated. 

The critical strategy to mitigate line-haul capacity impacts is to add trains during the peak hour. 
Currently, dwell times at the 42nd Street station are long, resulting from high volumes of riders 
getting on and off Lexington Avenue line trains. A variety of initiatives (noted above) are de
signed to reduce dwell times to allow additional trains through the station. Operation of addi
tional trains in the peak hour is physically possible, and it is NYCT' s policy to bring this about. 

To complement these measures, it is possible to modify stairwell configurations, add stairwells, 
and modify the design of the mezzanine level to better distribute passengers on the subway plat
form. This mitigation plan would balance the use of existing mezzanine: stairs leading to the sta
tion's platforms to more evenly distribute pedestrian flows into the subway's paid zones. In ad
dition, by spreading passengers on the station's platforms more evenly, these measures would 
in tum decrease dwell times at the station, thereby increasing the number of trains that can move 
through the station. Measures being considered include the following: 

• Create a new turnstile bank just west of the existing main fare control area, to attract passen
gers directly into the mezzanine area from the free passageway, thereby lessening use of the 
western stair/escalator bank. 

9A-4 



Chapter 9: Transportation (Introduction) 

• Create a new south-end stairwell (Pl 0) to continue that siphoning-off action from the new 
turnstiles, and reduce use of the overcrowded stairwell P 14, which directly faces the fare 
control area and draws large pedestrian volumes. 

• Restore Stair P16, to better distribute pedestrian volumes among stairwells in this area of 
the station. 

• Enlarge the main fare control area's "turnstile line" farther east into the mezzanine, to pro
vide additional circulation space in this control area, and help relieve congestion at the esca
lator's base. 

• In addition, NYCT has already begun property acquisition from the Grand Hyatt Hotel for 
additional mezzanine space once occupied by Modell's Sporting Goods store. Opening this 
enclosed mezzanine space would widen the view corridor of entering pedestrians, and likely 
result in more even stairwell usage. 

Second Avenue Subway/Manhattan East Side Alternatives Study 

MTA is dedicated to developing a Second Avenue subway to extend the entire length of 
Manhattan's East Side, bringing critical relief to the Lexington Avenue subway. The 
alignment would extend generally along Second Avenue from 7 25th Street in East Harlem 
to the Financial District in Lower Manhattan. A total of$ 7 .OS billion has been allocated 
in the MT A's 2000-2004 Capital Program for a full-length Second Avenue subway project. 
The goal of the Second Avenue subway is to improve mobility and reduce crowding on 
the East Side of Manhattan, including the reduction of peak hour demand on the 
Lexington Avenue express subway lines, reducing delays in passenger loading and 
unloading at major stations, including 42nd Street and thus increasing train capacity by 
allowing better train throughput. 

MTA NYCT is currently conducting the Manhattan East Side Alternatives (MESA) Study, 
which is the planning effort for the northern element of the full build subway. The MESA 
Study has identified several alternatives, including construction of the northern portion of 
the Second Avenue subway from 7 25th Street to 63rd Street continuing via the unused 
Broadway line express tracks to West Midtown and Lower Manhattan. The MESA Study 
is an important and necessary step in the planning for the Second Avenue subway project. 

The impact of the Second Avenue subway in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative 
would be to alleviate conditions on the Lexington Avenue line, particularly at the Grand 
Central subway station. In particular, the Second Avenue subway would divert riders from 
the Lexington A venue line, bringing operations to below capacity on the Lexington 
Avenue line. With this improvement the new riders generated by the Preferred Alternative 
would no longer exacerbate existing crowding in the subway system. Therefore, the 
Preferred Alternative would no longer result in significant adverse impacts on station 
elements and line-haul crowding in the subway. Nonetheless, construction of the Second 
Avenue subway, which is itself a multibillion-dollar undertaking, must be considered as 
a separate and distinct project serving independent goals and objectives, rather than as 
related to East Side Access. 
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Other Subway Lines 

The Preferred Alternative would reduce demand levels and crowding on several other subway 
lines. In the year 2010, there would be 6,000 fewer riders on the northbound, or uptown, A/C/E 
lines (combined) in the AM peak hour, and about 13,600 fewer riders in the 4-hour peak 
periods. Queuing at stairwells, corridors, token booths, turnstiles, and platforms at the 34th 
Street station of these lines would all be significantly reduced. Southbound A/C/E ridership 
would decrease by about 200 in the AM peak hour and 500 in the 4-hour AM peak period. There 
would be improvements on other subway lines as well-700 fewer riders on the southbound 
Yl/3/9 lines at 34th Street in the AM peak hour, 500 fewer riders on the northbound B/D/F/Q 
lines, and 1,185 fewer riders on the Manhattan-bound No. 7 Flushing line, and congestion-re
duction benefits on other lines and their station facilities as well. 

On-Street Pedestrian Flows 

Pedestrian paths into and out from GCT were analyzed along with the key streets bordering 
GCT and adjacent to the new access and egress points (i.e., Grand Central North) opened recent
ly by Metro-North along Park and Madison Avenues. With the introduction of LIRR service at 
GCT under the Preferred Alternative, pedestrian activity in the area would increase substantial
ly. However, not all of these LIRR commuters are new pedestrians to the area, since many are 
already there after taking LIRR trains into Penn Station and either walking, taking subways or 
buses to the area, or taking taxis and then walking to their final destinations. 

Detailed pedestrian flow analyses and intersection crosswalk and comer reservoir analyses and 
midblock sidewalk analyses indicate that there would be significant impacts requiring mitigation 
at several East Side locations. Some 15-foot-wide crosswalks would need to be widened to 20 
feet. At some locations, street furniture and other impediments to pedestrian flow would need 
to be cleared or limited. This could include sidewalk vendors, newspaper kiosks, and flower 
boxes, for example. Quick, steady removal of refuse bags that often line sections of sidewalk in 
Midtown would also be needed. 

Buses 

Bus ridership projections show that there would be reduced demand for several bus routes that 
connect Penn Station with the East Side, since LIRR commuters could take direct LIRR service 
to GCT. There would also be some ridership increases on East Side bus routes by LIRR com
muters arriving at GCT who would need to transfer to other routes to get to their final destina
tions. The bus routes subject to the highest ridership demand increases would be those that 
travel directly past GCT. The MlOl/102/103 bus routes would need up to 10 additional bus trips 
in the AM peak hour along its southbound Lexington A venue portion and up to 7 additional bus 
trips in the PM peak hour along northbound Third Avenue. The M42 would require an extra two 
(PM) to four (AM) bus trips along 42nd Street. The buses traveling along Fifth A venue 
(Ml/2/3/4) would need up to three additional bus trips. It is NYCT's policy to adjust schedules 
and frequencies, within fiscal and operating constraints, as demand d1ctates. 

SUNNYSIDE/LONG ISLAND CITY AREA 

The Preferred Alternative is projected to generate 1,530 new LIRR riders in the 4-hour AM peak 
period at its proposed Sunnyside station, and 675 riders in the AM peak hour in the year 2010. 
There would be 1,300 riders in the PM peak period and 575 riders in the PM peak hour. It is an
ticipated that 90 percent of these LIRR commuters at Sunnyside would walk to their final 
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destination in the area after alighting from LIRR trains, that 9 to 10 percent would transfer to 
subways or buses, and that less than 1 percent would take taxis or be picked up or dropped off 
by car. Parking would not be provided as part of the station development, and park-and-ride ac
tivity is not expected. Significant traffic and transportation impacts are not expected. 

EASTERN QUEENS AND LONG ISLAND 

The analysis of potential impacts at LIRR stations focused in detail on 15 ofthe LIRR's 124 sta
tions in Eastern Queens and Long Island. These stations represent the range of all stations, and 
included several of the busiest stations (Hicksville, Huntington, Ronkonkoma) and others with 
more moderate usage, stations within local business districts and others closer to residential 
areas or in fringe areas, stations with multiple bus routes and others with limited service, and 
stations with extensive parking capacity and others with very limited parking availability. Poten
tial traffic impacts were examined at the 15 representative stations, while parking impacts-de
termined to be a much larger issue-were evaluated at all stations. 

Traffic 

The analysis of traffic conditions at a set of 39 intersections at the 15 stations studied indicated 
that 11 of the intersections would be characterized by significant impacts in the AM peak hour 
and 13 would have significant impacts in the PM peak hour in the year 2010. Each of the 
significant traffic impacts could be mitigated via standard traffic engineering improvements, 
such as the installation of traffic signals at unsignalized intersections that might be impacted, 
signal phasing and/or timing modifications at signalized intersections that would be impacted, 
lane re-striping, offsetting center lines of streets where it would be necessary to gain additional 
capacity in one direction, and more restrictive parking regulations. These are standard measures 
within the day-to-day jurisdiction of the agencies responsible for maintaining traffic operations. 
Since the detailed traffic impact analyses were conducted for a representative set of 15 LIRR 
stations, it can reasonably be expected that standard traffic engineering improvements would 
likely be sufficient to mitigate traffic impacts that might occur at the LIRR's numerous other 
stations. 

Traffic analyses were also conducted at eight grade crossing locations as a result of the opera
tion of more LIRR trains through these locations as well as additional vehicle traffic generated 
by the Preferred Alternative. Impacts at the grade crossing locations analyzed would generally 
be minimal. At one location-at Executive Drive at the east end of the Deer Park station-sig
nificant increases in traffic delays could be partially, if not fully, mitigated by altering the 
amount of time that the LIRR grade crossing gate is activated and in the "down" position. 

Parking 

The Preferred Alternative can be expected to increase parking demands at each of the LIRR's 
124 stations. Several stations would be able to accommodate the demands, while others would 
experience significant parking shortfalls (in many cases, parking shortfalls would be expected 
even under the No Action Alternative). 

The range of projected parking shortfalls at the stations analyzed is. quite extensive, and mitiga
tion of these shortfalls would need to be individualized on a station by station basis. While LIRR 
owns only 28 percent and operates a much smaller percentage of the parking facilities at its sta
tions, and the vast majority of these parking facilities are under the jurisdiction of the local 
town, village, or other municipal entity, LIRR has a parking improvement program to address 
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parking needs at its stations. Mitigation developed under this program could include one or more 
of the following measures: expansion of existing lots or construction of new lots or garages; 
modification of train service and schedules to increase service at stations with available parking 
or where parking could be added more easily; institution of fare policy changes to attract riders 
to a new station by shifting one or more stations from one fare zone to another; increasing bus 
service or heavily subsidizing fares; implementation of new feeder bus services; improving kiss
and-ride facilities to increase pickup and dropoff activity rather than parking; providing 
preferential parking areas for carpoolers, with enforcement; construction of new stations near 
or between two major stations where parking demands greatly exceed parking availability; pro
moting bicycle use; and others. Ridership and parking projections would need to be closely 
monitored, and the LIRR would need to be ready to implement one or more of these strategies 
at individual stations. •!• 
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B. REGIONAL ISSUES 

EXISTING REGIONAL TRAVEL PATTERNS 

The Long Island Transportation Corridor (LITC)-including New York (Manhattan), Queens, 
Kings (Brooklyn), Nassau, and Suffolk Counties-includes approximately two out of every five 
commuters in the New York Metropolitan area. Each day, more than 440,000 commuters travel 
from homes in Queens, Nassau, and Suffolk Counties to jobs in Manhattan each day. They do 
so using four primary modes of travel: LIRR, New York City Transit (NYCT) subways, NYCT 
and LI buses, and automobiles, each of which is discussed in detail in Chapter 1, "Project Pur
pose and Need," and summarized below. 

In addition to the four primary modes of travel within the LITC, three other regional transporta
tion providers are of relevance to this discussion: Metro-North Railroad (MNR), Amtrak, and 
NJ Transit. MNR brings commuters from Connecticut and from Bronx, Westchester, Putnam, 
and Dutchess counties in New York, into Grand Central Terminal (GCT). NJ Transit brings 
commuters from a number of branches in New Jersey into Penn Station. Amtrak offers train ser
vice from Washington to Boston, through New York's Penn Station. 

LONG ISLAND RAIL ROAD 

The Preferred Alternative focuses on the LIRR component of the LITC's transportation net
work. The LIRR transports approximately 270,000 passengers each day and 80 million passen
gers each year on 10 branches serving 124 stations. With a total of 365 route miles reaching 
from Penn Station on Manhattan's west side to the eastern tip of Long Island's North and South 
forks, 120 miles away, the LIRR is vital to commuting on Long Island. Three out of every four 
trips to work from Long Island to Manhattan are taken via LIRR. Currently, every one of those 
trips ends at Penn Station, on Manhattan's west side. 

Manhattan-bound trains from all10 LIRR branches currently share a single route into Penn Sta
tion. After merging at Jamaica and at Harold Interlocking in Sunnyside, trains from all branches 
move through the dense and crowded network of tracks and switches at Harold Interlocking-an 
approximately 1.5-mile-long portion of track leading to the East River tunnels-and travel 
through one of four East River tunnel tracks into Manhattan and Penn Station. 

LIRR trains currently share Harold Interlocking with two other rail transit providers: Amtrak 
and NJ Transit. The Harold Interlocking allows connection among tunnel tracks, LIRR's Main 
Line tracks, Amtrak's Northeast Corridor tracks through Queens and over the Hell Gate Bridge, 
and loop tracks leading into and out of the yard. Together, the combined movements ofLIRR, 
Amtrak, and NJ Transit providers make this one of the busiest interlockings in the entire coun
try, with approximately 66 trains traveling through the interlocking in the AM peak hour. In ad
dition, all LIRR, NJ Transit, and Amtrak trains must use one of four East River tunnels to get 
from Long Island to Penn Station. Current congestion at Harold Interlocking and in East River 
tunnels during peak hours has prevented the LIRR from significamly enhancing train service to 
Manhattan. 

NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT BUSES AND SUBWAYS 

The NYCT subway and bus system is as vital to residents of Brooklyn and Queens as the LIRR 
is to residents of Nassau and Suffolk. Serving more than 1.8 billion riders each year, NYCT 
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subways and buses are the most popular, the most convenient, and often, the only means of 
getting from the homes in the outer boroughs to jobs in Manhattan. 

NYCT service between Manhattan and Queens centers around some key subway lines: the No. 
7 Flushing Line, the Queens Boulevard (E, F, and R) lines, and theN train from Astoria, which 
together bring approximately 85,000 commuters into Manhattan in the peak AM hour. Because 
of the proximity of its stations to both homes and workplaces, its frequency of service, and its 
relatively inexpensive cost, residents in Queens tend to commute via subway into Manhattan, 
even though the LIRR does have a number of stations in Queens. 

OTHER REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PROVIDERS 

MNR is the commuter rail equivalent to the LIRR for the area north of Manhattan. Second only 
to the LIRR in size, MNR brings a total of more than 200,000 passengers into and out of GCT 
each weekday. It provides the only commuter rail services from counties in New York and 
Connecticut north of Manhattan, and funnels all service from its three main lines-Hudson, 
Harlem, and New Haven-into GCT. MNR's operations are explained in detail in section C of 
this chapter. 

At Penn Station, and along the tracks between Penn Station and Harold Interlocking in Queens, 
the LIRR shares space with both Amtrak and NJ Transit. While NJ Transit drops all of its New 
Jersey passengers off at Penn Station, some of its trains continue on into Queens for storage and 
maintenance in Sunnyside Yard. Amtrak also stores and maintains trains at Sunnyside Yard. Ad
ditionally, Amtrak uses Harold Interlocking as its main route for its Northeast Corridor service 
to and from Boston, as trains travel through Harold Interlocking and onto tracks that lead over 
the Hell Gate Bridge toward Boston. 

HIGHWAYS AND BRIDGES 

The highways and bridges most important to commuters in the LITC are those that link Manhat
tan to Queens, Nassau, and Suffolk Counties: three major east-west highways (Long Island Ex
pressway, Northern State/Grand Central Parkway, Southern State/Belt Parkway), and three pri
mary East River crossings (the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, the Queensboro Bridge, and the Tri
borough Bridge). Currently, all these major routes between Long Island and Manhattan are ex
tremely congested during peak commuting hours, and alternate routes that parallel these major 
routes have subsequently become extremely congested. 

FUTURE REGIONAL TRAVEL COMMON TO ALL PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

As detailed in Chapter 1, "Project Purpose and Need," a number of new transportation projects 
are in construction or being planned for the region. These include improvements being made by 
LIRR, MNR, Amtrak, and NJ Transit, among others. With these improvements in place and with 
the predicted increases in the population and employment in the region, ridership throughout the 
region will continue to grow in the future. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

RIDERSHIP FORECASTING 

This assesses the impacts of the three project alternatives-the No Action, Transportation 
Systems Management (TSM), and Preferred Alternatives--on the regional and local transporta
tion network. To assess those impacts, a ridership forecasting model was developed to quantify 
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use of the transportation network in 2010 and 2020, for each project alternative. This ridership 
forecasting model, used by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A) as part of its long
range planning effort, takes into account a number of factors to predict how people will get to 
and from home and work in their daily commute, including: 

• Future population and employment projections. 

• Current commuting preferences. 

• The configuration and services provided by the current transportation network: local roads 
and highways, bus and transit services, commuter rail service:s, and ferries. 

• Current and future transit service fare structures. 

• Future improvements planned for the transportation network. 

• The operating plans to be implemented under the No Action, TSM, and Preferred 
Alternatives. 

The model represents most regional travel in the New York metropolitan area and, in particular, 
is designed to estimate trips for the following markets: 

• LIRR and MNR commuters to Manhattan. 

• NYCT subway and bus customers, particularly those attracted to destinations in Manhattan. 

• Automobile travelers from the New York and Connecticut portions of the region to Manhat
tan who currently choose not to use transit because terminal locations or connections to 
their destinations are inconvenient. 

• Transit customers from New Jersey to Manhattan. 

The model uses the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council's (NYMTC' s) highway net
work as a baseline for auto travel and also includes travel by ferry. The model does not, how
ever, include air travelers residing outside New York, automobile travelers to or from New 
Jersey, trips by taxi, or nonmotorized (walk/bike) trips. 

The model uses a geographic area system consisting of the entire MT A service area and includes 
12 counties in New York State: New York (Manhattan), Bronx, Kings (Brooklyn), Queens, 
Richmond (Staten Island), Nassau, Suffolk, Westchester, Putnam, Dutchess, Rockland, Orange; 
and three counties in Connecticut: Fairfield, New Haven, and Litchfield. 

The model was calibrated to produce ridership forecasts for the AM peak period (6-10 AM). 
AM peak hour, daily, and annual forecasts were derived from the AM peak period analysis. De
tails of the ridership forecasting methodology and its findings are provided in the Technical 
Appendix. 

LIRR OPERATING PLAN 

To develop ridership forecasts for the Preferred Alternative, the model used a preliminary 2010/ 
2020 LIRR operating plan for East Side Access. This operating plan· included 36 AM peak hour 
trains arriving at Penn Station and 24 at GCT. For comparison, a No Action 2010/2020 LIRR 

* Since the ridership forecasting analyses were completed, the operating plan has been modified 
slightly. 
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operating plan was developed, which included 41 AM peak hour arrivals at Penn Station and 
none at GCT. In every scenario, each train was assigned to 1 of 10 branches in the LIRR system. 
In addition, the model incorporated an MNR 2020 operating plan, as well as capital improve
ments planned for both MNR and the LIRR to develop ridership forecasts for the No Action 
Alternative. Table 9B-l summarizes peak hour service for the No Action, TSM, and Preferred 
Alternatives' operating plans as modeled. 

Penn 
Station GCT 

Branch N/A Pref. N/A Pre f. 

Port Washinqton 8 6 0 6 

Port Jefferson 6 6 0 6 

Ronkonkoma 3 3 0 4 
Oyster Bay 2 1 0 0 

Hempstead 2 2 0 2 

West Hempstead 1 1 0 0 

Far Rockaway 3 1 0 1 
Long Beach 3 4 0 1 

Babylon 10 10 0 4 

Montauk 3 2 0 0 

Total 41 36 0 24 

Table 9B-1 
LIRR AM Peak Hour Train Arrivals: 
No Action and Preferred Alternatives 

Hunters-
Flatbush point Long 
Avenue Avenue Island City All Terminals 

N/A Pre f. N/A Pre f. N/A Pref. N/A Pre f. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 8 12 

1 0 1 (2} 1 0 (1} 0 8 (10} 13 

1 0 1 0 0 0 5 7 
0 0 1 (2} 1 0 0 3 (4} 2 

2 2 0 0 0 0 4 6 
1 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 

2 2 0 0 0 0 5 4 
1 1 0 0 0 0 4 6 

8 4 0 0 0 0 18 18 

0 0 1 (4) 1 1 1 5 (8) 4 

16 10 4 (9} 3 1 1 62(68} 74 

Note: ( ) = Peak hour arrivals in TSM Alternative. 

Services changes under the No Action Alternative include increasing service to Penn 
Station from 37 trains to 42 trains during the AM peak hour. Additional service will be 
provided on the shoulders of the peak hour within the AM peak period and throughout 
the PM peak period. Service will increase on the following branches: 

• Port jefferson (dual-mode service) 
• Oyster Bay (dual-mode service) 
• Montauk (dual-mode service) 
• Main Line/Ronkonkoma 
• Huntington 
• Port Washington 

In addition, the Main Line Third Track Project will construct an additional track between 
Bellerose and Hicksville, providing capacity for increased reverse commute service and 
greater operating reliability on the Main Line. The Main Line Third Track Project will dou
ble the amount of reverse commute service to Mineola, Hicksville,. Huntington, and other 
Long Island centers of employment-from one train to two trains during the peak hour to 
and from Penn Station. 
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TSM Alternative Operations 

The changes proposed under the TSM Alternative include increasing train capacity on se
lected LIRR trains, and increasing service at the Hunterspoint Avenue and Long Island city 
stations. Together, these changes would result in the following increases in passenger 
capacity: 

• 2,400 additional seats per hour on the Babylon Branch; 

• 7,680 additional seats per hour on the Port Washington Branch; 

• 960 additional seats per hour on the Long Beach Branch; and 

• 720 additional seats per hour on the Far Rockaway Branch. 

• One additional peak hour train from Port jefferson to Hunterspoint Avenue. 

• One additional peak hour train from Yaphank to Hunterspoint Avenue. 

• One additional peak hour train from Oyster Bay to Hunterspoint Avenue. 

• One additional peak hour train from Patchogue to Hunterspoint Avenue. 

• One additional peak hour train from Port jefferson to Hunterspoint Avenue and then 
continuing to Long Island City. 

• One additional peak hour train from Speonk to Long Island City. 

Preferred Alternative Operations 

The Preferred Alternative would increase peak hour service to Manhattan by approximate
ly 45 percent over No Action conditions. Service would be added throughout the LIRR 
system as access to Manhattan's East and West Sides is provided. The Preferred Alterna
tive would create new LIRR service to GCT at all hours of the day. During the AM peak 
hour, it would operate 24 electric trains to GCT and maintain the current service level of 
37 trains to Penn Station. During the AM peak hour, the following service to GCT would 
be added: three to six trains each on the electric portions of the Babylon Branch, Port 
Washington Branch, and Ronkonkoma Branch; and two trains each on the Hempstead 
Branch, Long Beach Branch, and Far Rockaway Branch. 

Reverse commute service on most branches throughout the LII~R system would more than 
double as compared to the No Action Alternative. To accommodate GCT service, the Pre
ferred Alternative would increase peak hour reverse commute service from 7 7 trains un
der the No Action Alternative to 24 trains; with 7 2 trains operating from Penn Station and 
7 2 trains operating from GCT. Service to Main Line destinations, Ronkonkoma, and 
Huntington stations, would be provided at 20-minute intervals from Manhattan during 
peak periods (currently, reverse peak trains run approximately hourly). 

FUTURE STATION UTILIZATION 

One important result of the ridership forecasting process is the number of trips utilizing LIRR 
western terminals that would be affected by the project-Penn Station, GCT, Long Island City, 
Hunterspoint Avenue, and Flatbush Avenue. Essentially, these data summarize how many peo
ple would ride LIRR trains in the future under each alternative. For reference, a "base 1995 net
work" was input into the model, which approximates ridership in 1995. These data, summarized 
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in Table 9B-2, provides a starting point for assessing impacts of each alternative on transporta
tion systems in the western end of the Long Island Transportation Corridor (LIT C). 

Terminal 

Penn Station 

Grand Central 

Hunterspoint Avenue 

LonQ Island City 

Flatbush Avenue 

Sunnyside 

Total 

Table 9B-2 

LIRR Weekday AM Peak Period 
Arrivals at New York City Terminals: 2010, 2020 

2010 2020 

No Preferred No Preferred 
Action TSM Alternative Action TSM Alternative 

103,856 100,348 58,154 110,522 '106,849 62,249 

0 0 62,334 0 0 65,676 

3,260 4,682 514 3,598 5,098 603 

44 131 40 46 138 43 

11,374 12,275 9,911 12,144 13,049 10,519 

0 0 2,070 0 0 2,255 

118,533 117,435 133,024 126,310 '125,135 141,345 

In Manhattan, the project would create new capacity in Penn Station that could benefit MNR, 
potentially allowing MNR to bring service for its commuters to Penn Station if that agency's 
Penn Station Access Project is implemented. IfMNR does bring new service into Penn Station, 
the number of MNR commuters shifted to Penn Station would be lower than the number of 
LIRR commuters shifted to GCT by East Side Access. (This E/5 does not assume that MNR 
Penn Station Access is implemented, however.) 

To assess impacts of each alternative on transportation systems on Long Island, future LIRR 
ridership was broken out by branch. Each trip destined for one of the LIRR's six (including 
GCT) western terminals originated on one the LIRR's 10 branches (plus the "City Terminal 
Zone," which was included as a distinct branch). The model also accounted for non-terminal 
passengers-those disembarking prior to a western terminal station--and reverse commuters, 
both of whose trips originate at a western terminal. Table 9B-3 summarizes ridership for each 
LIRR branch for the No Action, TSM, and Preferred Alternatives (boarding passengers only). 

SUBWAY RIDERSHIP 

By significantly changing commuting patterns both into Manhattan and within Manhattan, the 
Preferred Alternative would have an effect on subway ridership in addition to commuter rail 
ridership. The results of the ridership forecasting model indicated significant changes to subway 
ridership as a result of the Preferred Alternative in three general areas: on subways linking 
Queens and Manhattan; on subways to and from Penn Station; and on subways to and from 
GCT. Overall, the Preferred Alternative would reduce subway trips during peak hours (see 
Figure 9B-1). 

Queens-Manhattan Subways 

Weekday subway ridership from Queens into Manhattan in the AM peak period (6-10 AM) 
would decline by about 3 percent as a result of the Preferred Alternative (see Table 9B-4). The 
greatest reduction would occur on the No. 7 subway train into Manhattan, which would carry 
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Branch 

City Terminal Zone* 
Babylon 
Far Rockaway 
Hempstead 
Lonq Beach 
Montauk 
Oyster Bay 
Port Jefferson 
Port Washington 
Ronkonkoma 
West Hempstead 

Total 
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Table 9B-3 

Ridership by Branch: 
Weekday AM Peak Period Boardings, 2010,2020 

2010 2020 

No Preferred No Preferred 
Action TSM Alternative Action TSM Alternative 

6 074 6 348 8 223 6 582 6 609 9 040 
31 854 32 030 33 745 33,872 34,061 35 900 

7 915 7 929 8 367 8 298 8 308 8 758 
5 714 5 792 6 838 6 138 6 154 7 307 
7 740 7 747 8 035 8 123 8 129 8435 
4 347 4 575 4 411 4 845 5 100 4 915 

2 979 3 391 2 964 3 145 3 579 3 130 
32 073 32 893 33 334 34 425 35 342 35 818 
17 128 17 358 21 283 18 289 18 189 22 639 
17 389 17 395 19 416 19 249 19 254 21 470 

1 765 1 768 2 162 1 849 1 852 2 257 
134,979 137,228 148,780 144,814 146,576 159,670 

Note: *Includes western terminals and selected Queens stations. 

Subway* 

N, R (at 60th Street) 

E, F (at 53rd Street) 

7 (at 42nd Street) 

B, Q (at 63rd Street) 

Total 

Table 9B-4 

AM Peak Period Ridership: 
Queens to Manhattan Subways, 2010, 2020 

2010 2020 

No Action TSM Preferred No Action TSM Preferred 

67,260 67,204 67,273 70,652 70,848 70,368 

98,071 97,688 96,243 102,343 102,222 100,750 

96,944 99,902 91,886 100,861 103,736 95,753 

37,503 37,510 36,445 39,661 39,422 38,354 

299,778 302,364 291,847 313,517 316,228 305,226 

Note: * Ridership measured as subway crosses East River into Manhattan. 

approximately 5,000 fewer passengers into Manhattan in the AM peak period. In contrast, the 
effect of the service changes included in the TSM Alternative would be to shift some LIRR 
riders who would otherwise arrive at Penn Station to the LIRR terminals at Hunterspoint 
Avenue and Long Island City in Queens, and Flatbush Avenue in Brooklyn (see Table 98-
2). Most of these new riders would transfer to the subways near those terminal stations, 
although some would also transfer to the ferry. 

Penn Station Subways 

As described in "Future Station Utilization," above, the Preferred Alternative would result in a 
reduction in LIRR riders arriving at Penn Station in the peak period. This reduction would cause 
significant declines in LIRR passenger usage of subways in the Penn Station area, as shown in 
Table 9B-5. The greatest decline would occur on the uptown Eighth Avenue A/C/E trains, which 
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would carry about 14,000 fewer passengers north from Penn Station as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Table 9B-5 

LIRR Passengers Transferring to Subways in the 
Vicinity of Penn Station: AM Peak Period, 2010, 2020 

2010 2020 

No Action Preferred No Action Preferred 

AIC/E Southbound 8487 8 015 8 870 8 369 
AIC/E Northbound 17 407 3 765 18 432 4 128 
1/2/3/9 Southbound 12 354 10 713 13 027 11 383 

1/2/3/9 Northbound 2 140 1 944 2,262 2 076 
8/D/F/Q Southbound 1 586 1 313 1 684 1 399 
8/D/F/Q Northbound 1 069 0 1 107 0 
N/R Southbound 763 273 797 285 
N/R Northbound 0 0 0 0 
Total Transfer to Subway 43,806 26,023 46,179 27,640 

Grand Central Terminal Subways 

While Penn Station subways would experience ridership reductions as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative, GCT subways would carry more riders in the AM Peak period. As described in 
"Future Station Utilization," above, the Preferred Alternative would bring more than 60,000 
new LIRR riders into GCT in the peak period. These new LIRR riders would increase ridership 
on GCT -area subways, as shown in Table 9B-6. The largest increase in subway ridership would 
occur on the downtown Nos. 4 and 5 Lexington Avenue express trains, which would carry al
most 4,500 more passengers south from 42nd Street (GCT). 

Table 9B-6 

LIRR Passengers Transferring to Subways at 
Grand Central Terminal: 6-10 AM Peak Period, 

2010,2020 

2010 2020 

No Action Preferred No Action Preferred 

4/5 Southbound 0 4 223 0 4485 

6 Southbound 0 810 0 842 

4/5 Northbound 0 683 0 583 

6 Northbound 0 1 634 0 1 646 

7 Eastbound 0 4 0 4 
7 Westbound 0 21 0 23 

Shuttle 0 0 0 0 

Total Transfer to Subway 0 7,375 0 7,583 
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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PROVIDERS 

Overall, the Preferred Alternative would improve regional transportation service, not just on the 
LIRR, but also on other providers. In Manhattan, the East Side Access Project would create ca
pacity in Penn Station that could be used by MNR, if that agency's Penn Station Access Project 
is implemented. At the same time, the new service would not result in significant adverse effects 
to MNR service at GCT. 

The work proposed at Harold Interlocking (see Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives") would signifi
cantly improve congested conditions at Harold Interlocking. The modifications would reduce 
track crossings and create the added capacity and flexibility required at this busy location. By 
reducing existing and potential operational conflicts, the proposed changes at Harold Inter
locking would have a positive impact on Amtrak's Northeast Corridor service. 

The proposed changes would essentially segregate Amtrak's Northeast Corridor service from 
LIRR service in the vicinity of Harold Interlocking. This would reduce conflicts throughout the 
interlocking, thereby providing a quicker route through Harold Interlocking and allowing 
Amtrak trains to travel into and out of the East River tunnels at higher speeds (via an upgrade 
of switches). The Preferred Alternative would have no adverse impact on either Amtrak's or NJ 
Transit's non-revenue use of Sunnyside Yard (i.e., for train storage) or East River tunnels. 

REGIONAL VEHICULAR TRAFFIC 

In addition to forecasting ridership for each alternative, the model forecasted effects of each 
alternative on the highway network. For each commuter who would switch from driving to 
work, to taking the LIRR to work, there would be a reduction in "auto-mode trips" by one, and 
a reduction in "vehicle miles traveled" (VMT) by that person's round-trip commuting distance. 
Accordingly, the results of this forecasting are expressed in two forms: (1) as a change in vehi
cle trips in 2010 and 2020, and (2) as a change in VMT in 2010 and 2020. Overall, the Preferred 
Alternative would reduce total daily VMT by about 342,000 in 2010 and 375,000 in 2020. 

Regional Trips 

Total trips can be broken down into two subcategories: (1) trips made between home and work 
entirely via automobile, called "auto-mode trips," and (2) trips made between home and a local 
transit stop, called "drive-to-transit trips." While the Preferred Alternative would result in an an
ticipated decrease in auto-mode trips (people who drive to work), it would also result in an an
ticipated increase in drive-to-transit trips (people who drive to the train station). That is, fewer 
people would drive the entire distance to work and more people would drive to train stations to 
take the LIRR. 

The Preferred Alternative would result in a net decrease in auto trips to work by approximately 
11,000 in 2010 and 12,000 in 2020. Overall, the Preferred Alternative would result in an in
crease in total daily trips of approximately 10,000 in 2010 and 11,000 in 2020. This increase in 
total daily trips would be due to an increase in drive-to-transit trips that would outweigh the de
crease in auto-mode trips. The vast majority of people who switch from driving to work, to 
taking the LIRR, would still drive to the train station, resulting in one less auto-mode trip and 
one more drive-to-transit trip. If these new LIRR riders get dropped off at the station in the 
morning and picked up in the evening, the result would be one less auto-mode trip and two more 
drive-to-transit trips, accounting for the increase in total daily trips. 
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In counties where there are no LIRR stations affected by the Preferred Alternative (i.e., outside 
of Queens and Long Island), there would be no new incremental drive-to-transit trips. 

Regional Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Total VMT can also be broken down into two subcategories: (1) VMT from auto-mode trips, 
and (2) VMT from drive-to-transit trips. The Preferred Alternative would result in a net decrease 
in auto-mode VMT, and a net increase in drive-to-transit VMT, resulting in an overall decrease 
in total VMT, because mileage reductions from fewer auto-mode trips to work would far out
weigh mileage increases from new drive-to-transit trips (that is, trips to work are much longer 
than trips to train stations). 

The Preferred Alternative would result in a reduction in total daily VMT of approximately 
342,000 in 2010 and 375,000 in 2020, as compared with the No Action Alternative (see Table 
9B-7), and represents a major benefit to the region. This reduction in daily VMT would be 
spread across all counties in the LITC-Manhattan, Queens, Brooklyn, Nassau, and Suffolk-as 
well as counties outside the LITC. The greatest daily VMT reductions would occur in Queens 
and Nassau. Queens VMT would decline due to two factors: fewer Queens residents commuting 
to Manhattan via automobile, and fewer Nassau and Suffolk County residents driving through 
Queens on their way to work. Nassau County, situated between Suffolk County and Manhattan, 
would experience the same effect. 

Location 

Manhattan 

Queens 

Brooklyn 

Bronx 

Nassau 

Suffolk 

Other Counties 

All Counties 

Table 9B-7 

Change in Vehicle Miles Traveled: 
2010, 2020 No Action vs. Preferred Alternative 

2010 2020 

Drive-to- Drive-to-
Auto-Mode Transit Total Auto-Mode Transit Total 

(41 897) 0 (41 ,897) (44 590) 0 (44 590) 
(127745) 8 336 (119,409) (138 325) 8 719 (129,606) 

961 0 961 710 0 710 

(50,923) 0 (50 923) (54 949) 0 (54 949) 
(117 720) 12 669 (105,051) (129,059) 13 816 (115,243) 

(37 997) 11,522 (26,475) (42 832) 13 386 (29,446) 

992 0 992 (1 553~ 0 _11 553~ 
(374,330) 32,527 (341 ,803) (410,598) 35,921 1374,6771 

Note: ( ) = reduction in VMT. 

Another beneficiary of reduced VMT as a result of the Preferred Alternative would be Bronx 
County (-51,000 VMT in 2010 and -55,000 VMT in 2020). A worsening of already congested 
highway conditions in Queens for 2010 and 2020 is forecast to cause commuters to divert to 
Bronx roads in large numbers without the construction of the Preferred Alternative (the No 
Action Alternative). With the construction of the Preferred Alternative, these Bronx "through
trips" would be greatly reduced. 
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East River Crossings 

The reduction in automobile commutes to work as a result of the Preferred Alternative (of ap
proximately 11,000 in 2010 and 12,000 in 2020) would reduce the number of cars on East River 
bridge and tunnel crossings. Each day, the Triborough Bridge and the Queens-Midtown Tunnel 
would carry approximately 10,000 fewer cars into and out of Manhattan in 2010 (and almost 
11,000 in 2020). While the Preferred Alternative would also remove cars from the Queensboro 
Bridge, it would not decrease the total number of cars on that bridge, as other cars (which for
merly used the Triborough Bridge, Queens-Midtown Tunnel, or other East River crossings) 
would transfer to the toll-free Queensboro Bridge, filling it to capacity once again. 

SUMMARY 

Regional and Local Benefits of the Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Alternative would result in a number of substantial benefits to both regional and 
local transportation systems in the New York metropolitan area. These benefits can best be sum
marized by looking at the effects of the Preferred Alternative on travel in the AM peak period, 
when the transportation system is most crowded. The benefits of the Preferred Alternative can 
be summarized as follows: 

• A reduction in daily vehicle miles traveled of almost 342,000 m 2010 and 375,000 in 2020. 

• A reduction in the daily number of automobiles using East River crossings of approximately 
10,000 in 2010 and 11,000 in 2020. 

• A reduction in AM peak period passengers on the No. 7 subway line into Manhattan of 
more than 5,000 in 2010 and 2020. This subway line currently operates at capacity. 

• A reduction in AM peak period passengers on Penn Station-area subway lines of almost 
18,000 in 2010 and more than 18,000 in 2020. 

Local Impacts of the Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Alternative would also result in some impacts to local transportation systems in 
Manhattan and on Long Island. These include: 

• An increase in the number of pedestrians and taxis in the GCT area during peak hours. 

• An increase in the number of passengers boarding the Lexington A venue subway lines in 
the peak hour. The biggest impact would be on the southbound 4/5 trains, which would re
ceive approximately 4,200 more peak period riders in 2010 and 4,500 in 2020. 

• Increased traffic and parking demand at LIRR stations on Long Island. 

All three of these issues are addressed in depth later in this chapter. 
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C. GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL (GCT) AREA 

The area surrounding GCT is the focus of intensive concentrations of activity by all modes of 
transportation. The GCT area, therefore, was analyzed in detail for all modes-traffic and 
parking, pedestrian flows inside and outside of the terminal itself, commuter rail passenger 
flows, subway issues, and bus transportation-since any or all of them could potentially be im
pacted by the East Side Access Project. Overall, the Preferred Alternative would provide addi
tional capacity and flexibility for commuters from eastern Queens and Long Island to travel to 
work by public transportation rather than by auto. It would produce a series of benefits and im
pacts due to the transferral of much commuter activity to the GCT area from the Penn Station 
area, which are assessed in detail in this section of the EIS. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

TRAFFIC 

The GCT traffic study area encompasses the area bounded by and including 48th Street to the 
north, 40th Street to the south, Third Avenue to the east, and Fifth Avenue to the west, and other 
intersections along 42nd Street extending west to Times Square and east to First Avenue. It is 
within this area that the vast majority of new traffic generated by the project can be anticipated, 
primarily by taxis picking up or dropping off LIRR commuters in the immediate vicinity of 
GCT. This traffic study area is shown in Figure 9C-l; it encompasses 54 intersections overall. 

Traffic volumes in the GCT area are generally constant throughout a typical business weekday. 
Examination of traffic volumes entering a cordon around the traffic study area indicates that 
AM, midday, and PM peak hour volumes overall are generally within 5 percent of each other. 
Crosstown volumes along 42nd Street are generally 700 to 900 vehicles per hour (vph) right in 
front ofGCT at Park Avenue, while other east-west crosstown street volumes are generally in 
the 400 to 700 vph range for streets that "go through" the entire area (other streets that are dis
continuous, i.e., don't "go through" the entire area because they are blocked by GCT, have 
volumes that are generally in the 150 to 450 vph range). 

North-south avenue volumes are higher, but are also fairly consistent during the AM, midday, 
and PM peak hours. Traffic volumes along Fifth, Madison, Lexington, and Park Avenues (each 
direction along Park Avenue) are generally in the 1,200 to 1,800 vph range. Traffic volumes are 
higher on Third and Second A venues, reflecting their function more as through traffic carriers; 
they generally carry about 2,200 to 2,700 vph, with Second Avenue carrying 3,000 to 3,800 vph 
in the AM peak hour, since it is a major southbound route for traffic that enters Manhattan via 
the Queensborough Bridge at 59th Street and Second Avenue. 

The analysis of traffic conditions followed 1994 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) procedures. 
According to the HCM, the capacities of intersections are based on geometric conditions (num
ber of lanes, lane widths, etc.), traffic conditions (volumes, vehicle classifications, pedestrians, 
etc.), and signalization conditions (cycle lengths, phasing, and green time allocations). 

Based on the intersection capacity analyses, levels of service (LOSs) are established defined in 
terms of average vehicle delay, with the conditions that the driver is likely to encounter at each 
LOS as follows for signalized intersections: 
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• LOS A describes operations with very low delay, i.e., less than 5.0 seconds per vehicle. This 
occurs when signal progression is extremely favorable, and most vehicles arrive during the 
green phase. Most vehicles do not stop at all. 

• LOS B describes operations with delay in the range of 5.1 to 15.0 seconds per vehicle. This 
generally occurs with good progression and/or short cycle lengths. Most vehicles do not 
stop. 

• LOS C describes operations with delay in the range of 15.1 to 25.0 seconds per vehicle. 
These higher delays may result from fair progression and/or longer cycle lengths. The num
ber of vehicles stopping is significant at this level, although many still pass through the in
tersection without stopping. 

• LOS D describes operations with delay in the range of 25.1 to 40.0 seconds per vehicle. At 
LOS D, the influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer delays may result 
from some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high volume-to
capacity (v/c) ratios. Many vehicles stop. 

• LOSE describes operations with delay in the range of 40.1 to 60.0 seconds per vehicle. This 
is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. These high delay values generally indicate 
poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high v/c ratios. 

• LOS F describes operations with delay in excess of 60.0 seconds per vehicle. This is con
sidered to be unacceptable to most drivers. This condition often occurs with over saturation, 
i.e., when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the intersection. It may also occur at high 
v/c ratios with cycle failures. Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also occur. 

According to generally accepted practice, LOS A, B, and C reflect the existence of delays within 
an acceptable-to-tolerable range, and LOS D and E suggest delays increasing into often un
acceptable or breakdown conditions (LOS F, or LOS F* which indicates severe levels of 
congestion). 

The analysis of existing traffic conditions in the GCT traffic study area was based on a blend of 
new counts conducted for this EIS and counts conducted in the area for the Bear Steams EIS, for 
its office development at 383 Madison Avenue. A total of 54 intersections were analyzed in 
detail, including two unsignalized intersections along Vanderbilt A venue. During the AM peak 
hour, 34 of the 54 intersections were operating at overall LOS A orB, 12 at LOS C, 7 at LOS 
D, 1 at LOS E, and none at LOS F (the "overall" conditions for an intersection represent a 
weighted average of all traffic movements at that intersection). Fourteen of the 54 intersections 
analyzed had at least one traffic movement at unacceptable LOSE or F. In general, for the over
all intersection to be at LOSE or F, either one particular traffic movement needs to be operating 
at extremely congested conditions or two or more traffic movements need to be at LOSE or F. 

In the midday peak hour, 31 of the 54 intersections were operating at LOS A orB, 20 at LOS C, 
1 at LOS D, 2 at LOSE, and none at LOS F. Twelve of the 54 intersections had at least one traf
fic movement at unacceptable LOSE or F. 

In the PM peak hour, 37 of the 54 intersections were at overall LOS A orB, 15 were at LOS C, 
2 at LOS D, and none at LOSE or F. Eight of the 54 intersections were characterized by at least 
one traffic movement at unacceptable LOSE or F. 

Most of the individual traffic movements currently operating at LOS E or F conditions generally 
occur along the 42nd Street corridor or on other east-west crosstown streets approaching the 
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major north-south avenues. A summary of the intersection LOS findings is presented in Table 
9C-1; details of the analyses are provided in the Technical Appendix. 

PARKING 

The East Side Access Project is not expected to generate any automobile parking demands at 
GCT because it is unlikely that people would drive to GCT, park in the area, and then take LIRR 
service to Queens or Long Island. It would, however, generate additional taxi usage and, there
by, additional utilization of curb space. It is the availability of curb space at GCT and other taxi 
stand locations near GCT that is the focus of this section. 

In general, daily or hourly parking on the avenues or cross-streets throughout the GCT study 
area is prohibited. The predominant on-street parking regulation is "No Standing Anytime be
tween 7 AM and 7 PM Except for Loading and Unloading." Along Fifth, Madison, Lexington, 
and Third A venues, parking or standing along one side of the avenue is prohibited, since these 
curbs are used for bus stops or the curb lane is an active bus lane. At some locations, the regula
tions are "No Standing Anytime" (for example, along the east side of Fifth Avenue between 
42nd and 48th Streets), and in other locations, the curb is reserved for taxi stands (e.g., east side 
of Lexington Avenue between 42nd and 44th Streets and the north side of 42nd Street between 
Park and Vanderbilt Avenues). 

During the AM and midday peak periods, two parking conditions prevail. Blackfaces that allow 
standing for loading and unloading are usually filled with commercial delivery vehicles, while 
those curbs where parking or standing are prohibited are usually free of any vehicles. Some 
streets have double-parked delivery vehicles, including 43rd and 44th Streets west ofGCT, 45th 
Street between Vanderbilt and Lexington Avenues, and 40th Street between Madison and 
Lexington A venues. During the PM peak period, the parking occupancies along the left (or, non
bus) curb faces on the avenues drop to about 60 percent while legal loading and unloading 
spaces along the cross streets remain close to 100 percent occupied. 

Parking regulations and usage around the GCT superblock vary according to each side. On 
Vanderbilt Avenue, "No Standing Anytime" regulations are posted along the west side of GCT 
yet most of the curb spaces are occupied by delivery vehicles or personal autos with official per
mits in the windshield. On the south curb of 45th Street, near Vanderbilt Avenue, where the 
parking regulations prohibit standing except for deliveries, many vehicles are usually double 
parked. Between the Helmsley Walks, the regulation changes to "No Stopping Anytime," yet de
livery vehicles can be found parked there as well. Approaching Lexington Avenue, the south 
curb is occupied by postal vehicles where the regulations allow for only these vehicles. On 
Lexington Avenue, the west curb adjacent to GCT is reserved for bus stops and taxi drop-offs, 
and is generally free of any parked or standing vehicles. South of GCT on 42nd Street, the north 
curb in front of the Grand Hyatt Hotel is usually very active with taxi and charter bus drop-offs 
and pick-ups. Just west of the hotel, at GCT's "front door," the curb is typically clear, since it 
is a bus stop, and between Park and Vanderbilt A venues, as a taxi stand. 

There are posted taxi stands along the south and west blackfaces of the terminal near the Van
derbilt Avenue/42nd Street intersection and on the east side of Lexington Avenue across from 
GCT. The Grand Central Partnership employs taxi control agents at each location during the 
7-11 AM and 3-11 PM periods to manage the flow of cabs and keep the taxi queuing locations 
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Table 9C-1 

Existing Traffic Level of Service (LOS) Summaries: 
Grand Central Terminal Study Area 

Intersection AM Peak Hour Midday Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Seventh Ave. and 42nd St. D B B 
Broadway and 42nd St. c c c 
Sixth Ave. and 42nd St. D c I c 
Fifth Ave. and 48th St. B B B 
Fifth Ave. and 47th St. B B B 

rElf!h Ave. and 46th St. B B B 
rElf!h Ave. and 45th St. B c -- -· 

B 
Fifth Av.e. and 44th St. B B B ----
Fifth Ave. and 43rd St. B c B 
Fifth Ave. and 42nd St. c c c 
Fifth Ave. and 41st St. B B B 
Fifth Ave. and 40th St. B B B 
Madison Ave. and 40th St. B c B 
Madison Ave. and 41st St. B c B , ____ 
Madison Ave. and 42nd St. D D c 
Madison Ave. and 43rd St. B B B 
Madison Ave. and 44th St. B B B 
Madison Ave. and 45th St. B c 1-· B 
Madison Ave. and 46th St. B c B 
Madison Ave. and 47th St. B B B 
Madison Ave. and 48th St. B B B 
Vanderbilt Ave. and 47th St. c B 

--r-- _ _ll___ 
Vanderbilt Ave. and 46th St. B B B 
Vanderbilt Ave. and 45th St. c B c 
Vanderbilt Ave. and 44th st.• A-B A-B A-B 
.'{anderbilt Ave. and 43rd St.* A-B A-B A-B 
Vanderbilt Ave. and 42nd St. c c --~·---·L__ 
Park Ave. and 40th St. B B c -
Park Ave. SB and 41st St. B B c 
Park Ave. NB and 41st St. B B B 

Park Ave. and 42nd St. D c c 
Park Ave. and 46th St. c c c 
Park Ave. and 47th St. B B B 
Park Ave. and 48th St. c B B 

LexinQton Ave. and 48th St. B B B 

.LE?xington Ave. and 47th St. c c B 
Lexington Ave. and 46th St. B c B 

LexinQton Ave. and 45th St. D E c 
Lexington Ave. and 44th St. c E --1----__12 __ 
LexinQton Ave. and 43rd St. c B c 
Lexinqton Ave. and 42nd St. E c c 
Lexington Ave. and 41st St. c B B 

Lexinqton Ave. and 40th St. B B B 

Third Ave. and 40th St. B B B 
Third Ave. and 41st St. B B B 

Third Ave. and 42nd St. D c --__ _i;_ 
Third Ave. and 43rd St. B B B 

Third Ave. and 44th St. B B B 
Third Ave. and 45th St. B B B 
Third Ave. and 46th St. B B B 
Third Ave. and 47th St. B c B 
Third Ave. and 48th St. B c B 
Second Ave. and 42nd St. c c c 
First Ave. and 42nd St. D c D 
Note: • Indicates unsignalized intersection. 
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clear of other vehicles. Field observations indicate the Vanderbilt Avenue stand is more "popu
lar" for commuters (between 10 and 30 people wait in queue at any time during the AM peak) 
as it appears to process the highest taxicab throughput. Even when 20 individuals are on line for 
a taxi, the volume of taxicabs entering is such that an individual usually waits for only a few 
minutes for a taxi. In addition, it is protected from the weather and has a slightly better interface 
with the terminal than any other nearby taxi stand. The 42nd Street taxi stand is used by fewer 
people, with 10 to 15 people noted in queue at any time during the morning hours. Although the 
taxi stand is situated on a main crosstown street, people generally have to wait much longer for 
a taxi as the volume of taxicabs at this location is much less than that at the Vanderbilt Avenue 
stand. One possible reason for this is that an empty taxi, heading west on 42nd Street past the 
main terminal street access and the Grand Hyatt hotel, will likely be hailed before arriving at 
this taxi stand. 

COMMUTER RAIL 

Metro-North Railroad 

Currently, one commuter railroad serves GCT -MT A Metro-North Railroad (MNR). Metro
North is the second-largest commuter rail system in the United States, providing more than 
200,000 customer trips each weekday and some 62 million trips per year. The service currently 
provided by MNR began with the New York & Harlem Railroad, which introduced a horse-car 
line in Lower Manhattan in 1832. MNR currently has a fleet of more than 800 cars and engines, 
339 route miles, and 738 miles of track. 

Operations at GCT Grand Central Terminal is MNR's primary destination for commuters 
each morning-four out of every five trips on MNR end at GCT during the AM peak period ( 6 
AM to 10 AM). This translates to more than 75,000 passengers arriving at GCT during the 
morning peak period and approximately 45,000 during the peak AM hour. During the AM peak 
hour, 50 trains are scheduled to arrive at GCT, with a total of 3 73 cars. While the average train 
is seven cars long, train length varies from a few as 4 cars to as many as 12. 

MNR operations include three train lines-serving commuters from the Bronx, Westchester, 
Putnam, and Duchess Counties in New York, as well as Fairfield and New Haven Counties in 
Connecticut-all of which terminate in GCT. Of these three lines, the New Haven Line carries 
about 43 percent ofMNR commuters, the Harlem Line about 35 percent, and the Hudson Line 
22 percent. 

South of 96th Street, trains from all three MNR lines all run via tracks under Park A venue, into 
and out of the upper and lower levels of GCT. GCT itself contains a total of 44 tracks that can 
be used for passenger trains-29 on its upper level and 15 on its lower level. In addition to these 
"platform" tracks, GCT also contains 49 yard tracks, currently used by Metro-North for storage 
and routine maintenance of trains. 

Because Metro-North runs more scheduled trains in peak periods than in off-peak periods, trains 
that arrive in the morning peak period need to be stored during midday, awaiting use for com
muters leaving during the evening peak period. In addition to storing approximately 31 trainsets 
on storage tracks within GCT, Metro-North uses a large portion of its main platform tracks to 
store approximately 34 trainsets in the midday. An additionall4 trainsets are stored at remote 
suburban yards (Croton-Harmon, North White Plains, or Stamford) for lay-up in the midday; 
these trains return to GCT to carry passengers in the peak PM period. 
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Some of the track elements constructed for GCT when it opened in 1913 have since been re
moved to streamline MNR's operations at GCT. The eliminated features include a circular 
"loop" track on the lower level, several yard tracks, numerous switch turnouts and crossovers, 
and segments of "ladder" lead tracks that provided alternate routes for trains to switch between 
tracks. Although it is no longer used, the lower level loop track still exists beneath GCT. Addi
tionally, certain existing yard tracks have been stub-ended, preventing through movement and 
requiring access from one end only. Three former platform tracks (the 1ormer upper-level tracks 
22 and 31 and former track 113 on the lower level) have had their track/platform expanse con
verted into support facilities for train servicing activities (i.e., yard supervision offices, em
ployee locker/lunch rooms, technical backshops, and tool and parts component storehouses). 

Operations North o(GCT. MNR operations depart GCT to the north on a four-track main line 
that initially operates under Park Avenue before rising to a viaduct over Park Avenue at 96th 
Street. Five miles north ofGCT, the Hudson Line separates from the combined Harlem and New 
Haven Lines at Mott Haven Junction in the South Bronx. Those two routes then break away 
from one another 6.5 miles farther north at Woodlawn Junction. 

With three heavily traveled routes operating on the four-track Park Avenue main line feeding 
GCT, peak-period operations on MNR face potential congestion. To accommodate the heavy 
volume of trains during the 90 busiest minutes of the peak AM and PM periods, MNR operates 
the four-track main line with three tracks in the peak direction and one for reverse peak 
operations. 

Amtrak and NJ Transit 

As described in the "Project Alternatives" chapter, the Preferred Alternative's route into GCT 
would take LIRR trains along tracks at Harold Interlocking in Queens, currently used by both 
Amtrak and NJ Transit. Both NJ Transit and Amtrak currently store and maintain trains in 
Sunnyside Yard, and use Harold Interlocking to get trains from the East River tunnels to the 
yard. Additionally, Amtrak uses Harold Interlocking as its main route for Northeast Corridor 
service to and from Boston, as trains travel through Harold Interlocking and onto tracks that lead 
over the Hell Gate Bridge toward Boston. 

PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS WITHIN GCT 

The analysis of potential impacts within GCT focused on key representative corridors, passage
ways, and stairwells that could be affected by introduction ofLIRR service into GCT. LIRR ser
vice would utilize tracks that lie under the terminal's west edge on the Dining Concourse, and 
result in new pedestrian flows within the terminal. These affected areas would include the track 
platforms and its stairwells to the dining and Main Concourse levels of GCT, to concourse and 
passageway elements designed for the LIRR and for MNR riders under the Grand Central North 
(GCN) project, to subway connections within GCT, and to the streets and sidewalks bordering 
GCT and farther away from the terminal. 

Within the 1993 LIRR East Side Access Feasibility Study that preceded this EIS, the ability of 
GCT track platforms, stairwells connecting the platforms with the newly designed LIRR and 
GCN passageways, and the new passageways themselves to accommodate maximum anticipated 
ridership levels were analyzed in detail, with regard to both typical LOSs and their ability to 
satisfy the National Fire Protection Association's (NFPA) 130 emergency egress requirements. 
That study showed that acceptable standards could be achieved in a 1 0-exit scheme. For this 
EIS, analyses for potentially affected pedestrian elements are shown in Figure 9C-2. 
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Typically, pedestrian volumes are directionally peaked out of GCT in the morning as commuters 
are traveling to work, while the reverse is true in the late afternoon periods. AM peak pedestrian 
conditions in the Dining Concourse experience only limited congestion, helped in part by single 
train arrivals spread across all tracks. The Dining Concourse area is not subject to the daily high 
cross-flow conflicts of multiple train unloadings that are common in the upper, or main, con
course. However, with the recent openings of new restaurants and seating areas in the Dining 
Concourse, there has been a significant reduction in free circulation space, though no undue 
congestion has been noted. 

The focus of the analysis is on identifying those circulation patterns that would closely mirror 
future LIRR patterns from the westernmost tracks in the Dining Concourse, and observing the 
current usage of those elements. This will allow determination of existing LOSs, assignment of 
LIRR passengers through the area, and impact determination. 

The busiest pedestrian element in the Dining Concourse is the north staircase of the west stairs, 
with about 1, 700 people traveling up along it in the AM peak hour and another 1,700 people 
using it to descend in the PM peak hour. The new escalator leading up facing the New York 
Transit Museum store processes about 1,550 people in the AM peak hour, while 1,400 people 
descend this element in the PM peak hour. About 1,600 people use the Oyster Bar ramp heading 
east toward the IRT subway stairwell and 1,450 people travel down this ramp in the PM peak 
hour. 

In the Main Concourse, 12,000 people move up the Met Life building escalators in the AM peak 
hour, while 10,200 people use this element to enter GCT in the PM peak hour. The Roosevelt 
Passageway is used by between 5,000 and 4,200 people in the respective AM (outbound) and 
PM (inbound) peak hours. Stairs from the incoming train room, now referred to as the Biltmore 
Room, are used by 2,250 people leaving the terminal during the morning peak hour, while 1, 700 
people descend this stairwell in the PM peak hour. About 4,500 people (AM) use the Graybar 
Passageway to exit GCT toward Lexington Avenue, and 4,200 people (PM) to enter the termi
nal. The Hyatt Passageway carries a variety of flows and depending on location along it, are 
either balanced in both directions near the large Hudson News store (5,000-6,000 people in AM 
and PM peak hours) or unidirectional closer to Lexington Avenue (3,400 people out in the AM, 
4,400 people in during the PM) due to the presence of the Lexington Avenue subway. About 
3,250 people enter and exit from the main "front door" to 42nd Street past the main waiting 
room (Vanderbilt Hall) in the AM peak hour, while about 4,000 people use this access in the PM 
peak hour. The passageway leading to the shuttle is used by 2,450 (AM peak hour) to 2,850 (PM 
peak hour) people as they exit the terminal, while this same corridor is used by 1,900 people 
(AM and PM) to enter GCT. The parallel ramp leading up to the Vanderbilt/42nd comer carries 
2,300 people in the AM and 3,050 in the PM peak hours. 

The two stair/escalator elements leading to the IRT subway station are among the most heavily 
used in the entire terminal (see Figure 9C-2). Although these elements are used by many pedes
trians and have limited available capacity, they would also be significantly used by LIRR riders. 
The stair/escalator bank serving the south end of the subway platform is the busier of the two 
IRT vertical circulation banks, with about 11,000 people using it during both the AM and PM 
peak hours. Of these flows, the down movements are heavier, with 6,000 to 7,000 people de
scending toward the subway. The stairwell closer to Lexington Avenue is about half as busy 
with 3,000 to 3,200 pedestrians moving up or down between the Hyatt Passageway and the sub
way (through FCA 240) during peak hours. 
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The HCM was used as the procedural basis for all pedestrian LOS analyses on stairwells, within 
corridors and passageways, and for sidewalks and crosswalks. The time-space analysis proce-
dures, which allow for analysis of assembly areas, were used to assess all platform and cross 
passage areas. Brief descriptions of each LOS standard for stairs and walkways follow. 

• LOS A (20 or more square feet per pedestrian [ sfp] on stairs; 40 sfp on walkways), there is 
sufficient area provided to freely select stair walk speed, to bypass slow pedestrians, and to 
easily permit reverse flows. A v/c ratio of0.45 or better characterizes this LOS. 

• LOS B (15-20 sfp on stairs; 24-40 sfp on walkways) sees virtually all persons freely se
lecting their stair walking speeds, but some difficulties would be experienced passing 
slower pedestrians. Also, reverse flows present no serious conflicts. V /C ratios in the 
0.45-0.70 range characterize this LOS. 

• Within LOS C (10-15 sip on stairs; 16-24 sip on walkways), stair walking speeds are slight
ly restricted due to the inability to pass slower pedestrians, and no serious conflicts with re
verse flows are apparent. V/C ratios in the 0.70-1.00 range characterize this LOS. 

• At LOS D (7 -10 sip on stairs; 11-16 sfp on walkways), the initial range begins where some 
circulation ability is restricted, with some friction between pedestrians becoming noticeable. 
Stair walking speeds are restricted for the majority of persons due to the inability to pass 
slower pedestrians, and reverse flows encounter some conflicts. V/C ratios in the 1.00-1.33 
range characterize this LOS. 

• At LOSE (4-7 sip on stairs; 6-11 sfp on walkways), the theoretical capacity of the stairwell 
is reached, where normal stair walking speeds are reduced because of minimum tread space 
and an inability to bypass others. Also, intermittent stoppages may occur, reverse flows ex
perience serious conflicts, and "shuffling" is common. Levels E and D are typically ex
perienced for short-term periods when, for example, train arrivals into a terminal unload a 
large body of riders at once. V /C ratios in the 1.33-1.67 range characterize this LOS. 

• In LOS F (4 or less sfp on stairs; 6 sfp or less on walkways), unavoidable contact occurs be
tween passing pedestrians, and most pedestrians are queued rather than actively moving. A 
complete breakdown in pedestrian flow is experienced, with many stoppages occurring. V /C 
ratios greater than 1.67 signify LOS F conditions. 

Depending on the type of pedestrian element examined, different processing rates prevail. Spe
cifically, stairways process, or move, fewer pedestrians than do corridors and passageways since 
vertical movement is involved. Escalators, on the other hand, process pedestrians at fixed rates, 
since their operating speeds are constant. 

Within GCT, with one exception, no vertical circulation element on the dining concourse ex
periences significant congestion during the AM and PM peak penods, and conditions are 
characterized by LOS C/D or better throughout both periods. The sole point of some congestion 
(LOS D, but still "under capacity") is the new escalator that rises to face the NYCT Museum 
Store on the upper concourse. This element has two escalators, but because only one moves up
ward in the AM peak, there is limited capacity to process high passenger demands, particularly 
when trains arrive at nearby Tracks 111-116 that lie to the dining concourse's west side. For all 
other cases, passenger demands are lower than processing rates of the stairs and escalators being 
used. These acceptable conditions are helped in part by the introduction of new vertical circula
tion elements between the dining and upper concourses in GCT's revitalization efforts. Also, the 
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scattered train arrival and departure schedules on the lower level tend to disperse pedestrians to 
different exit points. 

Table 9C-2 presents pedestrian flow conditions through selected circulation elements on the 
Main Concourse level for the peak 5- and 15-minute periods (see Figure 9C-3 for analysis loca
tions). The Main Concourse operates acceptably with a few exceptions. The Met Life escalators 
operate at or over capacity but only in the 5-minute peak period upward in the AM; over the 
course of the more conventional 15-minute analysis period, capacity is not an issue. The stair/ 
escalator bank leading to the west IRT 4/5/6 mezzanine operates at LOS E/F during each peak 
period, indicating overcrowding and queuing at its landing areas. All doorways leading to out
side sidewalks operate at LOS C/D or better (see Table 9C-3). 

LEXINGTON AVENUE SUBWAY CONDITIONS 

The analysis of subway conditions focuses on access to the Lexington A venue subway line-at 
its mezzanine level and stairwells from the mezzanine level down to the platform level, and its 
platforms-as well as on line-haul capacity on the Lexington Avenue line (i.e., the capacity of 
the overall subway line to transport riders along the corridor), since the Preferred Alternative is 
expected to increase transfers to that line. The project is similarly expected to reduce demands 
on the IRT Seventh Avenue lines and the 42nd Street shuttle, since a significant number of 
LIRR commuters presently using those lines after arriving in Penn Station would no longer use 
them, but would arrive at GCT instead; these reduced ridership demands, i.e., benefits, are also 
quantified in this section of the EIS. 

For the analysis of subway platforms, pedestrian LOS standards are applied to peak pedestrian 
volumes that use the space (the platform) over a given time period. To address how such areas 
function, the time-space methodology is the standard procedure used to assess platforms and 
other such waiting areas. The methodology recognizes that people are involved in walking and 
waiting activities in a given space for a given period of time. The technique models how plat
forms are used today or would be used in the future if additional platform elements, such as new 
or relocated stairwells, are introduced. 

Initially, acceptable LOS C/D standards* (associated with a v/c ratio of 1.00) are used to calcu
late stair and passageway walk-space requirements in existing conditions, or walk space require
ments when designing a new pedestrian space, such as a platform or waiting area. In cases 
where an existing pedestrian area is being analyzed and the calculated v/c ratios are less than 
1.00, pedestrian operations are actually LOS C/D or better. In the event that the calculated LOSs 
exceed these standards and v/c ratios exceed 1.00, the actual pedestrian flow conditions are 
worse than LOS C/D. Then, lower LOS standards (i.e., LOS D or worse thresholds) are used to 
recompute pedestrian conditions. When computed v/c ratios drop below a capacity condition 
(v/c = 1.00), the actual LOS is identified. 

* NYCT's most recent Station Planning and Design Guidelines (1992) provide LOS criteria for various 
station elements, and were used in these analyses. 
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Table 9C-2 
EXISTING PEAK PERIOD LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS OF PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION ELEMENTS 

WITHIN GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

Pedestrian Element Peak 5 Minutes within Peak 15 - Minute Period Peak 15- Minute Period 

Location Section AM PM AM PM 

1. Met Life Building Escalators 3 Up Escalators over capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

1 Down Escalator under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

2. Graybar Passageway Corridor B B B B 

3. East Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from Lower Concourse A A A A 

South Stairs from Lower Concourse A A A A 

Up Esc. Facing Hudson News under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Esc. Facing Hudson News under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

North Corridor A A A A 

South Corridor c B B B 

4. Hyatt Passageway Corridor B B B B 

5. Eastern IRT Subway Stairs Stairs c c c c 
6. Western IRT Subway Stairs I Escalators Stairs E F D E 

Up Escalator over capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Escalator under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

7. East Passageway to 42nd St. (Park-Lex) Corridor B B B B 

8. Dining Concourse East Ramp Ramp A A A A 

9. 42nd St. Main Entrance Corridor A A A A 

10. Shuttle Passageway Corridor B A A A 

11. Ramp to Vanderbilt Ave. I 42nd St. Corner Ramp B B A B 

12. West Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from Dining Concourse B B B B 

South Stairs from Dining Concourse A A A A 

Up Esc. Facing NYC Transit Museum Store under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Esc. Facing NYC Transit Museum Store under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

North Corridor B B A A 

South Corridor B A A A 

13. 43rd St. Stairs in Biltmore Room Stairs c B B B 

14. Roosevelt Passageway Corridor c c c c 
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Table 9C-3 
Existing AM and PM Peak Period Level of Service 

of Key GCT Exit Elements 

Analysis 
Peak Period LOS 

GCT-to-Street Elements Period AM PM 

7 Doors to Vanderbilt Avenue Taxi Stand 15-minute 

5-minute 
C/D or better C/D or better 

11 Doors to Vanderbilt Ave./42nd St. Corner 15-minute 
C/D or better C/D or better 

5-minute 

7 Doors to Park Ave./42nd St. 15-minute 

5-minute 
CID or better C/D or better 

6 Doors to 42nd St. near Hyatt Hotel 15-minute 
C/D or better C/D or better 

5-minute 

10 Doors to Lexington Ave. from Graybar Passageway 15-minute 
CID or better CID or better 

5-minute 

7 Doors to Lexington Ave. from Hyatt Passageway 15-minute 
C/D or better C/D or better 

5-minute 

Free Passageway to IRT 4, 5, 6 Fare Control Area #238 15-minute 

5-minute 
C/D or better C/D or better 

For the Lexington Avenue subway at 42nd Street, all platforms and stairs and conditions in the 
main fare control area leading down to the subway from GCT (FCA 238*) were analyzed (see 
Figure 9C-4). Generally, the turnstile bank leading to the southernmost subway platform areas 
is the most heavily used, since it is closest to the core of the terminal above. In the future with 
LIRR passengers using this station, a determination of their likely travel path into the station and 
down to the platform was done. 

All platform zones except for one operate at LOS C/D conditions or better when examining a 5-
or 15-minute peak period; the one exception is the centermost zone of the northbound platform 
(see Table 9C-4). The 5- and 15-minute analyses reflect average conditions for those periods. 
However, during these time periods, there are multiple train arrivals which relieve the platform 
loads and, consequently, the analyses tend to "flatten" out the shorter very congested periods 
when subway riders gather onto the platform just before a train mTives. It is during these short 
periods just before trains pull into the station that crowding is most intense. 

For the station's platform stairwells, 3 ofthe existing 11 stairwells analyzed operate at LOSE 
or F during the 5-minute peak period, with 2 others in the LOS D range, including 4 stairwells 
(P12, 14, 18, 22) leading to the southbound platform and the northernmost stairwell (P23) to the 
northbound platform. During the 15-minute period, conditions remain congested or approach 
congestion with several stair elements (Pl2, 14, 22, 23) at or just below capacity LOS D and E 
conditions (see Table 9C-5 and Figure 9C-4 for stairwell analysis locations). These conditions 
do not meet the NYCT acceptable standard of LOS C/D, and indicate that two improvements are 
already needed. First, there is a need for additional stair elements and a more efficient, unclut
tered mezzanine configuration to better load the platform's underutilized areas. Second, should 
mezzanine and stairwell improvements be made, the ability to process people out of the station 

* Each Fare Control Area (FCA) and vertical circulation element in the NYCT subway system has an 
alphanumeric designation as indicated in this report. 
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Table 9C-4 

Existing Pedestrian Time-Space Analyses: 
Lexington Avenue Subway (IRT 4, 5, 6) Platforms 

at Grand Central Terminal 
I 

I PM LOS 1 AM LOS 
Time-Space ' 

Zone ! Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes Peak 5 Minutes I Peak 15 Minutes 

Northbound IRT Platform 

1 C/D or better 

2 C/D or better 

3 i C/D or better 

4 I C/D or better C/D C/D C/D 
or better or better or better 

5 C/Dto Mid·D for all zones for all zones for all zones 

-- 6 C/D or better 

7 CID or better 

8 CID or better 

Southbound IRT Platform 

1 

2 

3 

___ 4 ___ CID C/D CID C/D 
or better or better or better or better 

5 for all zones for all zones for all zones for all zones 
_____§_ ____ 

7 

8 

Table 9C-5 

Existing Subway Stair Analyses: Lexington Avenue Subway 
(IRT 4, 5, 6) Platforms at Grand Central Terminal 

I AM LOS PM LOS 
Stairwell NYCT Pedestrian --

Number Element Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes 

~- P12 D D A A 

2 P14 E D c c 
3 P18 D c B A 

4 P20 c c B B 

5 P22 E D D --I-- D 

6 P23 F E F D 

1------7 P21 c B c B 

8 P19 c B B B 

9 P17 B B c B 

10 P15 A A B B 

11 P13 I B A c B 
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with shorter train headways is required because platforms would be loaded quicker. NYCT is 
currently implementing a number of improvements to decrease dwell times and therefore in
crease line-haul capacity. This would work in conjunction with proposed platform and mezza
nine improvements. 

FCA 238 operates with two separate circulation areas: one large zone through which people en
ter and exit the station and purchase tokens, and a second smaller zone that forms between the 
exit-only turnstiles and the base of the escalator bank in which people queue to enter the up 
escalator (see Figure 9C-4). During the 5-minute AM peak period, the larger zone operates in 
the congested LOS DIE range, while the smaller zone operates at over capacity LOS E/F, with 
significant queuing through and beyond the turnstile line noted. During the 15-minute AM peak 
period, both zones operate at LOS DIE. The entire bank of 15 turnstiles operate acceptably, indi
cating that there is ample fare-entry capacity (see Table 9C-6). 

FCA 

Table 9C-6 

Existing Pedestrian Time-Space Analyses: 
IRT Fare Control Area 238 at 42nd Street Station 

AM LOS PM LOS 

Time-Space Zone Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes 

1 DIE DIE CID CID 
2 ElF DIE CID CID 

AM Turnstile vic Ratio PM Turnstile vic Ratio 
------

Peak 5 Minutes I Peak 15 Minutes Peak 5 Minutes I Peak 15 Minutes 

0.51 I 0.40 0.42 I 0.37 

LEXINGTON AVENUE SUBWAY LINE-HAUL CAPACITY 

For line-haul capacity, the analysis determines whether there is sufficient capacity per car per 
train to handle existing and projected future transit loads. The analyses are based on per-car 
practical capacity standards (seated plus standing loads) used by MT A and NYCT. For the 
Lexington Avenue line, each subway car has a guideline capacity of 110 passengers and a maxi
mum loading of 160 passengers (i.e., "crush capacity"). 

For this study, the critical peak direction was analyzed, namely, southbound on the IRT 4/5/6 
lines at GCT in the AM peak period when ridership is highest throughout the day (this is consis
tent with NYCT's Manhattan East Side Transit Alternatives [MESA] MIS/DEIS). Peak period 
observations made between 1995 and 1997 for the MESA MIS/DEIS indicated that an average 
of about 1, 120 passengers per 1 0-car express train and 615 passengers per 1 0-car local train 
existed. These average volumes were increased by 8.5 percent to achieve 1999 passenger 
volume data. Currently, express and local service at GCT each ave-rage 23 trains per hour. As a 
result, the IRT Nos. 4 and 5 express lines exceed their guideline capacity, with a utilization level 
of 110 percent, as shown in Table 9C-7. The local No. 6 line operates at about 61 percent 
utilization. 
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Table 9C-7 

Existing Lexington Avenue Subway Line-Haul Conditions 
at 42nd Street/Grand Central Station Downtown (AM Peak) 

Total Guideline 
Trains/ Cars/ Capacity/Hour Passengers/ Utilization 

Subway Lines Hour Hour (passengers/hour) Hour Rate 

Nos. 4 and 5 Express Trains 23 230 25,300 27,925 1.1Q_ 
No. 6 Local Train 23 230 25,300 15,345 0.61 

PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS AT STREET LEVEL 

The analysis of crosswalks and comer reservoirs outside of GCT focused on the sides of the ter
minal where pedestrian activities are most pronounced (see Figure 9C-5). Selected midblock 
sidewalk locations on cross-streets just east of Madison A venue were also examined as repre
sentative of other such midblock areas. 

The analysis of sidewalks and crosswalks surrounding GCT was based on May 1999 field sur
veys conducted at each of the locations cited above, and other recent pedestrian data available 
from the Bear Steams DEIS (July 1998). These surveys were conducted before new entrances 
were opened at GCT's north end, which was simulated in the No Action condition. The highest 
pedestrian volumes occurred across 45th Street between the Met Life building and the Helmsley 
Walks, with between 8,100 and 9,100 pedestrians in the AM and PM peak hours. Of the four 
comers of the GCT block, the southeast comer at 42nd Street and Lexington Avenue is the most 
intensely used. In each of the peak hours, 3,000-3,400 people travel across Lexington Avenue, 
while another 2,900 use the north-south 42nd Street crosswalk. The southwest comer at Vander
bilt Avenue is only slightly less used, with between 4,300 (AM) to 5,600 (PM) pedestrians 
crossing Vanderbilt and 1,450 (AM) to 1,250 (PM) traversing 42nd Street. At the 45th Street/ 
Lexington Avenue intersection, the heaviest crossing volumes (2, 700) traverse 45th Street, 
while another 1,150 people cross Lexington Avenue. 

Along the north-south crosswalks of Madison Avenue's east side, pedestrian volumes tend to 
peak between 43rd and 48th Streets which are closest to the terminal: between 1,300 (at 48th) 
and 2,250 (at 45th) in the AM; a similar pattern is exhibited in the PM. Between 850 (at 46th) 
and 1,950 (at 43rd) pedestrians crossed Madison Avenue in the AM, while between 900 (at 
46th) and 2,250 (at 45th) pedestrians crossed in the PM. 

On the east side ofGCT along Lexington Avenue between 42nd and 45th Streets, there are a 
number of street comers, crosswalks, and sidewalks that currently operate at capacity LOS E 
(see Tables 9C-8, 9C-9, and 9C-10). At these locations, sidewalks are narrow and are narrowed 
even further by the presence oflarge planters. Such conditions are due, in part, to the lack of di
rect pedestrian connections to surrounding buildings. Crosswalks are often very congested with 
large groups of pedestrians, and many people choose to cross midblock in between standing 
vehicles. 

Along Vanderbilt Avenue, pedestrian flows are less intense in their concentrations due, in large 
part, to a number of direct underground connections into surrounding buildings. This allows pe
destrians to travel in a more even manner and results in more acceptable pedestrian conditions 
along GCT' s west edge. Pedestrian conditions at comers and crosswalks are typically in the 
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Table 9C-8 

Existing Corner Reservoir Pedestrian Levels of Service: 
Grand Central Terminal Study Area 

Location Corner AM Midday PM 

1_exif1glon Avenue at 42nd Street Northwest D f---c D 
~gton Avenue at 45th Street Southwest E E E 
Madison Avenue at 43rd Street Northeast D c c 

Southeast D c c;;:_ 
Madison Avenue at 44th Street Northeast B c c 

Southeast c r----12-- c 
Madison Avenue at 45th Street Northeast E D E 

Southeast D c D 
Madison Avenue at 46th Street Northeast B B _ __g______ 

Southeast D c c 
Madison Avenue at 47th Street Northeast B B c 
r----- --_Southeast c c c 
Madison Avenue at 48th Street Northeast B B c 

Southeast B B B 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 42nd Street Northeast c B c 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 44th Street Northwest B B B 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 45th Street Northwest c D c 

Southwest B c c 
Southeast B c c 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 46th Street Northeast B c B 
Southeast B c _ __EL_ 
Northwest B B B -------
Southwest B c B 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 47th Street Southwest c B B 
Park Avenue at 48th Street Northeast B B _ _!L__ 

Southwest B B B 

LOS C to D range, although the 45th Street intersection does show some congestion (LOS E) 
during the midday and PM peaks. 

Along Madison Avenue between 43rd and 48th Streets, where much of the pedestrian flows are 
highly directional (northward in the AM, southward in the PM), crosswalks operate with some 
noticeable congestion (LOS D to E). Similar to the Lexington A venue side, many people cross 
Madison Avenue in large platoons in between intersections as signals allow, since comer reser
voirs are often too small to accommodate them. Representative cross-street sidewalk LOSs are 
acceptable, since most of the flows are unidirectional and there are few of the crossing conflicts 
that occur at the intersection's comers. There are, however, two exceptions of note. The north 
sidewalk of 43rd Street and the south sidewalk of 45th Street both between Madison and Van
derbilt A venues operate at LOS D to E in both peak hours. Most of these pedestrians are des
tined to or from existing GCT entries on 43rd and 45th Streets. 

Pedestrian flows along the south side of GCT on 42nd Street have a number of exit points
three from GCT itself and others from the subway complex below. Given such a large number 
of access locations, pedestrian flows leaving the terminal are spread in several directions. Also, 
since some people cross midblock along 42nd Street, crowding in the comer reservoirs is mini
mized, as indicated by LOS Din the peak periods at the two comers. On the other hand, the east
west crosswalks at these comers are highly congested (LOS E), since a number of conflicting 
flows converge there. 
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Table 9C-9 
Existing Crosswalk Pedestrian Levels of Service: 

GCT Study Area 
Location Crosswalk AM Midday PM 

Lexington Avenue at 42nd Street North E D E 

West E D E 
~_ngton Avenue at 43rd Street North E N/A N/A 

Lexington Avenue at 45th Street South c D c 
West E E E 

Madison Avenue at 43rd Street North D B D 
East D E D 

South D c c -
Madison Avenue at 44th Street North c B c 

East D E D 

f--- South c c c 
Madison Avenue at 45th Street North D c D 

East D D E 

South c c D 
Madison Avenue at 46th Street North B B B 

East E E ----~-
South D c c 

Madison Avenue at 47th Street North B B B 
East D E E 

South c c c 
Madison Avenue at 48th Street North B B B 

East D E E 
South B B B 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 42nd Street North E E E 

East c B c 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 44th Street North D c c 

West c c c 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 45th Street North D E D 

East D c --1---~-
South c E E 

West c c c 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 46th Street --~orth B c B 

East c D c 
South B D B 

West c c -- '-----<::< ___ 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 47th Street South c c c 

West c c c 
Park Avenue at 48th Street North B B ·--____!! __ 

East E D E 

South B B B 

West c c c 
Park Avenue at 42nd Street East D c c 

West c c D 
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Table 9C-10 

Existing Mid-Block Pedestrian Levels of Service: 
GCT Study Area 

Street Platoon LOS 

Location Side AM Midday PM 

Lexington Avenue between 43rd and 44th Streets West E D -~ 
Madison Avenue between 43rd and 44th Streets East c c c 
Madison Avenue between 44th and 45th Streets East B c c::_ 
Madison Avenue between 45th and 46th Streets East D c D 

Madison Avenue between 46th and 47th Streets East c c D 
Madison Avenue between 47th and 48th Streets ~~ r--_c c c 
Vanderbilt Avenue between 45th and 46th Streets East B __ r--!3 c 

West B B B 
Vanderbilt Avenue between 46th and 47th Streets East B B B 

West B B B 
43rd Street between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues North E c D 

South c B c 
45th Street between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues North c c c 

South D D E 

46th Street between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues North B B B 
South B B B 

47th Street between Park and Lexington Avenues South B B B 
47th Street between Vanderbilt and Park Avenues Norttl__ B B B 

South B B B 
47th Street between Vanderbilt and Madison Avenues North B B B 

South _!:!__ _ ___ B B 
48th Street between Park and Lexington Avenues North B B B __ 
48th Street between Madison and Park Avenues South B B B 

For destinations directly north of GCT through the Met Life building, 45th Street is crossed to 
access the Helmsley Walks East and West. In general, pedestrian flows across 45th Street are in
tense but, because there is no defined crosswalk and the path is rather wide, not significantly 
congested. 

BUSES 

Grand Central Terminal is served by some of the most heavily Iraveled bus corridors in the 
metropolitan area. Its East Midtown location is well served by frequent and comprehensive bus 
service by the following bus routes which stop either right at GCT or within one or two blocks 
ofGCT: 

• Ml, M2, M3: Local service along Fifth and Madison Avenues. 

• M42: Crosstown service along 42nd Street. 

• M104: Crosstown service along 42nd Street between First and Eighth Avenues, continuing 
north to the Upper West Side. 

• M98: Weekday limited rush hour service along Lexington and Third Avenues. 

• MlOl, M102, M103: Local service along Lexington and Third Avenues. 

The frequency of service on these routes is generally excellent, with the headways on some 
routes, i.e., the time between bus arrivals, scheduled to be as low as 2 minutes (M42) during 
peak periods. The MlOl, M102, and M103 routes are scheduled to provide service with 3-
minute headways. The longest headways are on the M3 route with 9 minutes scheduled between 
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buses, although the M1 and M2 also operate on Madison Avenue and, all together, provide ex
cellent frequency of service (every 2-3 minutes on average overall ). The frequent nature of bus 
service results in thousands of travelers arriving and departing the GCT area during the peak 
hours. 

Two bus routes currently provide service between GCT and Penn Station. The M4 route 
operates primarily along Fifth and Madison Avenues with its southern terminus at Penn Station. 
This route transports LIRR riders from Penn Station (from 32nd Street just east of Seventh Ave
nue) to destinations on the East Side. In the AM peak period, extensive queues of bus riders can 
be seen waiting to board the M4 for their connections to the East Side. The Q32 route provides 
service from Penn Station to the East Side along the same route as the M4 (eastbound 32nd 
Street and northbound Madison Avenue away from the Penn Station area; southbound Fifth 
Avenue and westbound 34th Street to the Penn Station area). The M4 and Q32 share the same 
bus stops below 60th Street. 

NYCT guidelines are designed to ensure that there are enough buses on a given route to accom
modate riders during a particular time period. Guidelines have been developed for both "feeder" 
routes, i.e., routes on which most of the passengers have a common origin or destination, and 
"grid" routes, which are characterized by a series of significant on/off activities. Most of the 
routes in the study area are grid routes, and they are discussed below. 

The grid route schedule guidelines indicate that buses are expected to accommodate up to a 
maximum of 60 people during the peak periods, which is approximately 1.5 times the seated ca
pacity of a bus. A bus loaded with more than 60 people would not have the floor space to permit 
passengers to comfortably maneuver through it for seating or exiting. Consistent with these 
guidelines, three levels ofloading standards have been developed for 1'-NCT buses: seated (less 
than 40 passengers on a bus); standing (between 41 and 60 passengers per bus); and over
crowded (more than 60 passengers per bus). 

Table 9C-11 summarizes bus passenger volumes at the peak load point for each route. As 
shown, all but one of the bus routes identified within the study area are currently operating 
within standing capacity, i.e., within a load level of 41 to 60 passengers per bus. 

Table 9C-11 

Existing Bus Ridership Levels: GCT Area 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

No. of Total Riders/ No. of Total Riders/ 
Route Buses Riders Bus Buses Riders Bus 

M1 12 560 47 15 726 48 
M2 9 492 55 10 562 56 
M3 7 379 54 8 418 52 
M42 36 2,300 64 15 831 r-- 5!_?_ 
M98 8 440 55 6 314 52 
M101/102/103 24 1,328 55 23 1,214 53 
M104 19 839 44 20 939 47 
M4 16 838 52 14 734 52 
Q32 8 369 46 8 420 53 
Source: NYC Transit 1997 Bus Route Profiles. 
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FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

TRAFFIC 

Future traffic growth in the GCT area was established for both vehicle traffic and transit/pedes
trian analyses. Vehicular traffic volume growth to the 2010 analysis year was determined using 
a background growth rate of 0.5 percent per year to reflect journey-to-work traffic increases, 
which includes work trips expected to be made to the 383 Madison Avenue office tower current
ly under construction at Madison A venue between 46th and 47th Streets. Also included within 
the background traffic growth was retail and entertainment generated traffic from the 42nd 
Street Redevelopment Plan. For traffic analyses for the year 2020, a lower background growth 
rate of 0.25 percent per year was used since it is unlikely that the peak AM and PM hours could 
sustain continued volume growth at current levels for 20 years in light of limited bridge and tun
nel capacities. 

For traffic impact analyses under projected future No Action and Preferred Alternative condi
tions, significant impact criteria for the Midtown Manhattan (and Sunnyside) area analyses were 
defined as follows based on the criteria used in the recently completed MESA MIS/DEIS and 
the Route 9A Reconstruction Project EIS: 1) No Action LOS A, B, C, or D deteriorating to LOS 
E or F under the Build condition providing that the average vehicle delay increase is 10 seconds 
or more; and 2) No Action LOS E deteriorating to LOS F for the Build condition providing that 
the average vehicle delay increases by 10 seconds or more. Deterioration from the No Action 
condition to the Build condition within either LOS E or F with 10 seconds or more of additional 
delay is defined as a significant worsening of a pre-existing problem. 

COMMUTER RAIL-METRO-NORTH 

Forecasts indicate that Metro-North's future ridership will grow approximately 17 percent from 
1995 to 2010, and 24 percent to 2020 (see Table 9C-12). Current plans call for Metro-North to 
increase its level of peak hour and peak period service to accommodate future ridership levels. 
This would be accomplished by increasing the number of scheduled trains arriving at and de
parting from GCT during peak periods, and, where platform capacity exists, increasing the num
ber of rail cars on peak period trains. 

Table 9C-12 

Metro-North Arrivals/Departures 
from GCT: 1995, 2010, .2020 

Time Period 1995 Base 2010 2020 

Peak AM Hour 37,117 43,594 4~).919 

Peak AM Period 74,233 87,188 9~1_&R__ 

Average Weekday 176,675 207,507 2Hl,572 

PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS 

For transit and pedestrian flow analyses, new access paths and circulation elements being imple
mented by MNR as part of its GCN plan were taken into account, along with general back
ground pedestrian volume growth and pedestrian volumes generated by the building at 383 
Madison A venue. 
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Within GCT, analyses examined conditions in the year 2010, the first analysis year, and in the 
year 2020, to ensure that these designs can adequately process pedestrian demands after the 
project is completed. These pedestrian facilities include the new LIRR platforms and cross pas
sageways, elements within GCT itself, and locations in the Lexington Avenue subway. Pedes
trian elements outside of GCT, such as along sidewalks and crosswalks which would not be 
newly designed were examined primarily for the year 2010 with analysis of 2020 conditions for 
a set of representative locations. 

Two steps were taken to project future pedestrian conditions. First, because both MNR trains 
and various subway lines enter GCT, different annual background growth rates were applied to 
the various pedestrian flows in the terminal ( 1.1 percent for MNR; 0.5 percent for NYCT). 
Second, previous studies at GCT indicate that as much as a third of all pedestrians do not use the 
rail services at all, but rather simply use the terminal to walk through (annual growth of 0.26 
percent for these pedestrians). Weighted averages of these growth rates were used at many 
analysis locations, since some pedestrian flows within GCT are composed of riders from com
muter trains, subways, and pass-through pedestrians. 

Second, during the data collection period in early 1999, GCN was still under construction but 
was scheduled to be opened later in the same year. Since these new circulation elements would 
change the paths people use into and through the terminal, an estimate of these pedestrian 
changes was required. Within GCT, the new elements include three new stair/escalator elements 
between the dining and Main Concourses, a new passage to East 43rd Street from the Main 
Concourse, and a reopening of the IRT "free" shuttle corridor. Also, GCT's restoration effort 
closed the west corridor to the IRT shuttle and two stairwells in the Dining Concourse. 
Furthermore, the impact of the GCN elements themselves had been projected by a variety of 
studies to reduce the passenger volumes into the Main Concourse by as much as 60 percent, 
since many work destinations lie north ofGCT's midpoint. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Traffic 

Under the No Action Alternative, traffic conditions are expected to deteriorate substantially as 
background traffic increases throughout the study area. As shown in Table 9C-13, overall, under 
future No Action conditions, 28 of the 54 intersections will operate at overall LOS A orB con
ditions in the AM peak hour, 7 will be at LOS C, 4 at LOS D, and 15 will be at overall LOS E 
or F in the year 2010. This represents a significant deterioration fi·om existing conditions, 
characterized by 7 intersections at overall LOS D and just 1 at LOSE or F. The analysis also 
indicates that 22 of the 54 intersections will have at least one traffic movement at unacceptable 
LOS E or F, as opposed to 14 intersections having similar characteristics under existing 
conditions. 

In the midday peak hour in the year 2010, 26 of the 54 intersections will operate at overall LOS 
A orB, 15 at LOS C, 3 at LOS D, and 10 at overall LOSE or F, as opposed to just 1 intersection 
currently operating at overall LOS D and 2 at LOSE or F. Under future No Action conditions, 
23 of the 54 intersections will have at least one traffic movement at LOS E or F in the midday 
peak hour, as opposed to just 12 intersections currently. 
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Table 9C-13 
Traffic Level of Service Summary Comparison: 

Existing vs. Future No Action Conditions (Year 2010) 
Existing No Action 

AM Midday PM AM Midday PM 

Intersections at Overall LOS AlB 34 31 37 28 i 26 34 
Intersections at Overall LOS C 

I 
20 --____ g _ _J 15 7 15 8 

Intersections at Overall LOS D 7 1 2 4 3 2 
Intersections at Overall LOS E/F 1 2 0 15 10 10 
Intersections with Movements at LOS E or F 14 12 8 22 23 18 

In the PM peak hour in the year 2010, 34 of the 54 intersections will operate at overall LOS A 
orB, 8 at LOS C, 2 at LOS D, and 10 at overall LOSE or F, as opposed to just 2 intersections 
currently operating at overall LOS D conditions and none at LOSE or F. Under future No Ac
tion conditions, 18 of the 54 intersections will have at least one traffic movement at LOS E or 
Fin the midday peak hour, as opposed to just 8 intersections under existing conditions. 

The detailed intersection-by-intersection LOS findings are presented in Table 9C-14. It is also 
apparent from the table that many of the intersections expected to be operating at unacceptable 
LOS E or F conditions, will be characterized by extreme delays as. indicated by the LOS F* re
sulting from the detailed capacity analysis. 

For the year 2020 No Action conditions, traffic analyses were conducted for 12 of the 54 inter
sections studied under existing and year 2010 conditions. These 12 intersections are located at 
key analysis locations along 42nd Street, Madison Avenue, and other potential impact locations. 
In the AM peak hour, 2 of the 12 intersections would operate at overall LOS A orB, 2 at LOS 
C, 1 at LOS D, and 7 at LOSE or F. Eight of the 12 intersections would have at least one traffic 
movement at LOSE or F in the AM peak hour. At midday, 4 of the 14 intersections would 
operate at overall LOS A orB, 2 at LOS C, 1 at LOS D, and 5 at LOSE or F. Six of the 12 inter
sections would have at least one traffic movement at LOS E or F in the midday peak hour. In the 
PM peak hour, 4 of the 12 intersections would operate at overall LOS A or B, 4 at LOS C, 2 at 
LOS D, and 2 at LOSE or F. Five of the 12 intersections would have at least 1 traffic movement 
at LOSE or F. 

Parking 

The revitalization ofGCT, the construction of the Bear Steams building at 383 Madison Ave
nue, and the overall business growth in the Grand Central district will further increase the de
mand for available curb parking space for loading and unloading vehicles in the No Action con
dition. Double parking activity, mostly delivery vehicles, widely prevails along numerous east
west streets and could increase as traffic and business demands increase. The City of New York 
has, at times, increased its enforcement of on-street parking regulations to maintain reasonably 
adequate traffic flow conditions. Such efforts will continue and could increase depending on fu
ture conditions and policy-level decisions. 

Pedestrian Conditions in GCT 

Some pedestrian conditions will be affected by the growth in commuters and pedestrians 
through GCT's corridors, stairwells, etc. For some elements not affected by GCN (e.g., IRT 
stairwells from the Main Concourse), conditions will deteriorate significantly, since subway 
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Table 9C-14 
No Action (Year 201 0) Traffic Level of Service Summaries: 

GCT Study Area 

Intersection 

r--A_M_P_e,a_k_H_o_u_r_-+_M_id_d_a_y_P,e_a_k_H_o_u_r ___ -4-.: PM Peak Hour 

Existing No Action Existing I No Action I Existin<:J No Action 

Seventh Ave. and 42nd St. D F* B l c I B c 
~y_and 42nd St. ____ ____ __C ___ t-- F* -- ~c---r--F* I C F* 

Sixth Ave. and 42nd St. D F* C F* ' C F* . J_l ~~-+--~-1 
t'F::'if~th~A~ve~-~a=n~d~4~8~th~S~t. _____ -+ _ ~ ___ r---1-- _ __ _E!_ ___ ~ __ B_ ---t---'B"-----+--_,8.___1 
Fifth Ave. and 47th St. _______ . ---·---· ___ Bc------ci---::B~---ji_~B~--r--=B-_1 
F'-'i .. ft,_.h"A_._.v"e'-'. a,._.n-_-d-_4._,6__,t._.h__,S"'t. ______ t---=B---I _ __.B"'--+---"B,-__--+I _ __.B,._ ___ -'-------B-____ _ _ __ B __ 
Fifth Ave. and 45th St. B B C 

1 

C B B 
~ ~l:'(l_~_sj~'!_th St._ --------f----B--__+--_ _.B,-__+-_ __.B,-__+-_ __-B-_ __ -+r---__.B-__-_-_-_--+_--_-··_,B-_·_·-_---1 
Fifth Ave. and 43rd St. B B C F* B B 

J-'F__.if'-"th'-'--'-'A,v~e,_.__.a .. n-ood._4 .. 2,_.n,.,d__.S__.t~. ______________ _<:; ___ _ F* ____ C--____+ _ _.D,____--+---"C'-----t---=F'--* ---1 

Fifth Ave. and 41st St. B ----+---"B-__ 1----"B'--__ f----_!L __ +--__ _.B,-__+ __ _,B.__--1 
Fifth Ave. and 40th St. B B B B B B 
Madison Ave. and 40th St. B B C C f---E3___ __E3_ __ 

Madison Ave. and_4'-'1--"s_,__t Sco_t"-. -----:--! __ B,-____+--_ _.C0 __ .;..i _ __.C,-__+-_ __.C-_ __ -t---'B"-----+---"8.___1 
Madison Ave. and 42nd St. i D F* D F* _ f--~---- __ D __ _ 
.~M .. a=d-~is=o~n~A-~v~e~. =a,_.nd~4=3r~d~Soct~. ----+J ---=B

8 
____ ,_~B= ____ _.B,-__+--_ __.B=- _ _ __ B B 

Madison Ave. and 44th St. C B B --+--_.B,-__+ __ __-B-___1 
Madison Ave. and 45th St. B 1 B C C B B 
Madison_/\\:'El-_a_r:Jcj 46_t_h _ _§t.____ __ B ; ___ _E3 _ _J __ C____ C __ B 
Madison Ave. and 47th St. B · B 1 B B B B ----------------------- --· --~-------~'--r----~-+---~--+--~---+-~--1 

J-'~._.a"'a~..-~--:o__.r~-'-i"~'"-~e";'__.ea._.~.__~--~-_-~-_,.t;_._th"S-"-~-1.--- ___ ___ ~ i -~---+-+- ---~ ---~ ------~ -
Vanderbilt Ave. ~nd4Gt-hSt. B -~----'B'--r--=B~-t--~B-- ---- B- =t ___ B __ _ 

'{<l_nderbilt Ave. and 45th St. C D B B C C 

Vanderbilt Ave. and 44th St.** _ _.A__.-=B.___+_._.A_.-B-__-+ _ _._A_._-=B---+_._.A-_,B-___+ _ _._A._.-B,-_--1----'A_._-=B---1 

1_V'-'a'-'n"'dc--ec-rb"'ilt'-'A_._v,__e"-. =a,_.nd-__4_._3=-'r=d_,S=-"t._**----+---'-A_._-=B-+-__.A_.C-coB.__-+ _ __.__A._.C-B,-_--I __ _.A_,C-~B _ =~ AC-El ___ I _ _AC-8_ 
\,l_all__derbilt A'J.Elc.§.n_d_4_2_n_d~_L ___ _ __ _.C,_ __ +--~---+---------t---"'---- , 1 
Park Ave. and 40th St. _____________________ ,_,B ___ --I _ __.C-__ +-_ __.B-___+-_ __.B-_ C I F* 
Park Ave. SB and 41st St. B B B B C C 
Park Ave. NBand41stSt. B B B B B B 

t'P-'a=r._,k_._A .. v--"e~.a_.n=d__.4~2=n=d~S~t:.~~=========~===~D~----=+--=~~F~*-_-+----'c=---+---~F~*-- r---c-- ---F-.--
Park Ave. and 46th St. C F* C F* - r---c--- -F;;---
ParkAve.and47thSt. B C B B B 1 B 
Park Ave. and 48th St. C F* B --~ _____ B _! __ C 

~L~e:x:in:Q:Ito:n:A:v~e:.:a:n:d~4~8=th=S~t=. =======~t----c:-8---1--___ --__ _.8=_--~ __ El._ _____ g__ __ _ ___ _B __ J__~8 __ 
1 

Lexington Ave. and 47th St. 1 C D C D 8 ' 8 
""L"-ex._..i,_.ng"'t,-.-o,_.n_._A._.v"e'-'. a,...n-_-d-_4._,6__,t,_.h__,S"'t. ____ -'--__ __-8.___t----· ----8F-* --- -- CE _ -=~-~ CF·-. -- t---__._C8.__ _ _.__ __ __-8~-I 
Lexingtc>n AvE). a_!1d_§tll__?_t. __ ---~--"D=---+---'----+---"----+---'--+------"--~----'C,-___--1 
LexinQton Ave. and 44th St. ' C __ -+ _ __.C-___t-_ __-E.___-,--_ _._F_* --+-----'D"-----+---"E"------1 

~L=e~x=in~glto=n~A~v~e=.__.a~n=d_4~3~m~S=t. ________ r_~C~----t-----~D--~----~8 ____ 
1~__.8,____ ___ +----'C=--__ +I ___ ~C-__---I 

LexinQton Ave. and 42nd St. E F* C D C 1 D 
Lexington Ave. and 41st St. C D B B B 8 
LexinQton Ave. and 40th St. B 8 8 8 8 B 

I-T'-'h-"-i._.,rd'--'A__,_v.,_,e~-coa"'n_.._d_.4coO=th=cS=t=. -------+-~8 __ -J-__ 8~ _ __,_1 _ __.8,-__+-_ _.8~ 8 _____ !3 __ 
Third Ave. and 41st Se:_t.___. ------+-_.B,_____+-_ __.B-_________ _.8~--+--=B ___ _, __ B ______ +----'B"-----1 

I-T,_,h~,i,_,.rd,_.A__,_v"-'e-._._..a.._.n"d__.4_.,.2.,nd"--"S._..t. ______ --+-----"'--D. --+---_.F_*_-+ _ ___-C-___+-_ _._F_*_+ __ __:C ____ t---~F_*_-1 
I-T':'h-"i'-'rd'--'A__,_v'-'e~-=a._,n_.._d_.4co3=crd~S:=t"-. -------t- __ ____.8=---+----'F_*_-+---"8-___+----"'B-___ B 8 
Third Ave. and 44th St. 8 8 8 B B B 
Third Ave. and 45th St. 8 8 B B B 8 
Third Ave. and 46th St. 8 8 B C 8 B 

I-T~h~ir~d_._A~vcoe~.a~n-.-d._4'-'7~th_.___St~.------------~---__.B-___ __ t---__.B~----~----"C'-----t----'F~*---+--~B--~ __ __._F_* ___ ~ 
I-T_.h~ircod--'-A~v--"e~.a=n .. d~4~8~th---=St~-----------+-----"!3---- F* __ -+ __ ___,C.__ __ t-___.C,-_ __ t---=8----1 __ ___-8'------1 
~S=e=c=o=n=d--'-A~v_,e=. =an~d"-'42=n_.d~S=t~. ------~ F* C C C C 
First Ave. and 42nd St. D F* C C D F* 

Notes: 
• Indicates that delay and LOS are not meaningful because vic is greater than 1.2. It is beyond the scope of 1-ICM to 

assess delay for an approach operating in oversaturated conditions. 
** Indicates unsignalized intersection. LOS shown in for critical movement. 
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ridership will increase with no redistribution of pedestrians using subway facilities. At other lo
cations where new GCN pedestrian redistributions will occur, only slight deterioration in LOSs 
will be expected, since new GCN elements will offset increases in MNR ridership. 

For the three GCT passageways leading to Lexington Avenue, acceptable LOS A/B conditions 
or better will continue during the AM and PM peak periods in 2010 and 2020. All stair/escalator 
elements leading up from the Dining Concourse will operate acceptably. The eastern stair bank 
to the IRT subway from the Main Concourse will operate at LOS D, some significant congestion 
will occur in both AM and PM peak periods in 2010 and 2020. The western IRT stair and esca
lator elements closer to the center of the terminal's Main Concourse will deteriorate further into 
congested LOS F conditions, beginning in 2010 and worsening in 2020 in the peak 5-minute 
period. 

Elsewhere in GCT, the Met Life building escalators will experience a significant improvement 
in the AM and PM peak periods in 2010 and 2020, with volumes well under their capacity, due 
to the diversion of commuters to other GCN circulation elements. The Roosevelt passageway 
will also improve to acceptable LOSs during both AM and PM peak periods. The 43rd Street 
stairs leading out from the Biltmore Room will continue to function acceptably during both 
daily peak periods in both analysis years. All doorways to exterior sidewalks will continue to 
function at acceptable LOS C/D or better (see Tables 9C-15 and 9C-16). 

Pedestrian conditions when MNR train delays (i.e., no departures) occur were examined in the 
47th Street cross passage using the time-space procedures as described earlier. In the first 15 
minutes after a delay, some slight congestion would occur, building to and deteriorating into 
near-capacity conditions should a delay extend to a full30 minutes. For the sole use of the cross 
passage by MNR riders in the future No Action condition, the threshold of capacity would be 
crossed 40 minutes after the first train delays would occur. 

Lexington Avenue Subway Conditions 

During the 5- and IS-minute periods, conditions will remain congested with several stairways 
in LOS F and others at or just below capacity LOS D and E conditions. Similar congestion will 
prevail during the PM peak period, although slightly less than that of the morning hours. Also, 
the congestion will tend to increase, but not be as intense as in the AM, on the northbound stair
wells as the northbound flows peak out of the 4/5/6 subway lines. The prevailing LOSs will be 
Cor better in both 2010 and 2020 for the 5- and 15-minute peak periods for four of the six stair
wells leading up from the northbound platform, although one other stairwell (the northernmost, 
P23) will operate in LOS F (see Table 9C-17). The platforms will continue to remain crowded 
in the areas close to the heaviest stair movements, although over a 5- to 15-minute period when 
trains constantly move people out of the station, all zones will operate at LOS C/D or better. 
Congestion will be more pronounced on the platform during the short-term peaks just before 
trains pull into the station, and on some stairwells. 

Congestion will become intense on the stairwells leading up from the northbound subway plat
form in the PM periods as northbound subways carry heavier volumes into GCT. Four zones, 
spaced throughout the platform, will operate at LOS mid-D toE, with the centermost zone ex
periencing the heaviest congestion. The northbound platform's main source of congestion will 
continue to occur in the centermost zone (LOS DIE) for the peak 15-minute AM periods. All 
other zones on the northbound platform will operate within acceptable levels (see Table 9C-18. 
Pedestrian conditions within FCA 238 will continue to operate with significant congestion (see 
Table 9C-19). 
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Table 9C-15 
2010 NO ACTION PEAK PERIOD LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS OF PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION ELEMENTS 

WITHIN GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

Pedestrian Element Peak 5 Minutes within Peak 15- Minute Period Peak AM 15- Minute Period 

Location Section AM PM AM PM 

1. Met Life Building Escalators 3 Up Escalators under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

1 Down Escalator under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

2. Graybar Passageway Corridor A A A A 

3. East Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from Dining Concourse A A A A 

South Stairs from Dining Concourse A A A A 

Up Esc. Facing Hudson News under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Esc. Facing Hudson News under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

North Corridor A A A A 

South Corridor c c B B 

3A. 43rd Street Passageway Corridor A A A A 

4. Hyatt Passageway Corridor B A A A 

5. Eastern IRT Subway Stairs Stairs D c c c 
6. Western IRT Subway Stairs I Escalators Stairs F F E E 

Up Escalator over capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Escalator under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

7. East Passageway to 42nd St. (Park-Lex) Corridor B B B B 

8. Lower Concourse East Ramp Ramp A A A A 

9. 42nd St. Main Entrance Corridor A A A A 

10. Shuttle Passageway Corridor B B B B 

11. Ramp to Vanderbilt Ave. I 42nd St. Corner Ramp B B A B 

12. West Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from Dining Concourse B B B B 

South Stairs from Dining Concourse A A A A 

Up Esc. Facing NYC Transit Museum Store under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Esc. Facing NYC Transit Museum Store under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

North Corridor A A A A 

South Corridor B A A A 

13. 43rd St. Stairs in Biltmore Room Stairs B B B A 

14. Roosevelt Passageway Corridor A A A A 
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Table 9C-16 
2020 NO ACTION PEAK PERIOD LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS OF PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION ELEMENTS 

WITHIN GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

Pedestrian Element Peak 5 Minutes within Peak 15- Minute Period Peak AM 15- Minute Period 

Location Section AM PM AM PM 

1. Met Life Building Escalators 3 Up Escalators under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

1 Down Escalator under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

2. Graybar Passageway Corridor A A A A 

3. East Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from Dining Concourse B A A A 

South Stairs from Dining Concourse A A A A 

Up Esc. Facing Hudson News under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Esc. Facing Hudson News under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

North Corridor B A A A 

South Corridor c c c c 
3A. 43rd Street Passageway Corridor A A A A 

4. Hyatt Passageway Corridor A A A A 

5. Eastern IRT Subway Stairs Stairs D D c c 
6. Western IRT Subway Stairs I Escalators Stairs F F E E 

Up Escalator over capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Escalator under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

7. East Passageway to 42nd St. (Park-Lex) Corridor B B B B 

8. Lower Concourse East Ramp Ramp A A A A 

9. 42nd St. Main Entrance Corridor A A A A 

10. Shuttle Passageway Corridor B B B B I ---
11. Ramp to Vanderbilt Ave. I 42nd St. Corner Ramp B B B B 

12. West Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from Dining Concourse c c B B 

South Stairs from Dining Concourse A A A A 

Up Esc. Facing NYC Transit Museum Store under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Esc. Facing NYC Transit Museum Store under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

North Corridor A A A A 

South Corridor B B A A 
• 

13. 43rd St. Stairs in Biltmore Room Stairs B B B A 

14. Roosevelt Passageway Corridor A A A A 
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Table 9C-17 
No Action Subway Stair Analyses: Lexington Avenue Subway 

(IRT 4, 5, 6) Platforms at Grand Central Terminal 
AM LOS PM LOS 

-- --

Stairwell Pedestrian 
Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes 

Number Element 2010 2020 2010 2020 2010 2020 2010 2020 

1 P12 0 E 0 0 A B A A 
~---

2 P14 F F E E c [I c L_ --·------
3 P18 E E D D B B B B 
4 P20 0 0 0 0 B B B B 

5 P22 E F D E 
' 

E E 0 D 

6 P23 F F E F I F F 0 E 
7 P21 c c B c c c c c 
8 P19 c c B c B B B B 

9 P17 B B B B c c c c 
10 P15 A A A A c c B B 

11 P13 B B B B c c B c 

Table 9C-18 

No Action Pedestrian Time-Space Analyses: Lexington Avenue Subway 
(IRT 4, 5, 6) Platforms at Grand Central Terminal 

AM LOS PM LOS 
Time- ·~ 

------~~-T 

Space 
Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes 

Zone 2010 2020 2010 2020 2010 2020 2010 2020 

~orthbou~RT Platform --
1 C/0 or better C/0 or better C/0 or better C/0 or better 

2 C/0 or better C/0 or better C/0 or better C/D or better 

3 C/0 or better C/D or better C/D or better C/0 or better 

4 C/0 or better C/0 or better C/0 or better C/0 or better C/0 C/0 C/0 C/0 

C/D- Mid-0 Mid-D C/0- Mid-0 C/0- Mid-0 
or better or better or better or better 

5 for all zones for all zones for all zones for all zones -~---~-

6 C/0 or better C/D or better C/0 or better C/D or better 

j__ 7 C/0 or better C/0 or better C/0 or better C/0 or better 1 

8 C/0 or better C/0 or better C/0 or better C/D or betteJ. 

Southbound IRT Platform 

1 

2 
__ 3 __ 

C/0 C/0 C/0 C/D C/0 C/O C/D C/O 4 
or better or better or better or better or better or better or better or better 

5 for all zones for all zones for all zones for all zones for all zones for all zones for all zones for all zones 

~----
7 

8 
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Table 9C-19 

No Action Pedestrian Time-Space Level-of-Service Analyses: 
IRT Fare Control Area 238 at 42nd Street Station 

AM LOS PM LOS 
-~ 

2010 2020 ! 2010 2020 2010 2020 2010 2020 
FCA Time- PeakS Peak 5 Peak 15 Peak 15 Peak 5 Peak 5 Peak 15 Peak 15 

Space Zone Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes 

1 DiE DiE DiE DiE CID CID C!D CID 
2 E/F E/F DIE DIE CID DIE C/D C!D 

AM Turnstile vic Ratio PM Turnstile v/c Ratio 

Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes 

2010 0.54 0.44 0.45 0.40 

2020 0.57 0.47 0.48 0.42 

Lexington Avenue Subway Line-Haul Capacity 

Under the No Action Alternative, subway service provided by NYCT is expected to increase 
during peak periods due to signalization improvements on the Lexington A venue line and the 
application of platform management techniques at Grand Central station. NYCT will pursue at 
least the following programs in order to increase line-haul capacity: the "step aside and speed 
the ride" campaign, which includes etched tiles incorporated into the floor design telling passen
gers to "step aside" and let on-train passengers out, automated "dwell control announcements," 
quick response programs for customers who require medical attention while on the subway, plat
form assistants to expedite loading/unloading, and wider-door cars, and changes in the design 
of new subway cars (now on order) to ease movement into and out of the cars. Assuming an an
nual subway ridership growth of0.5 percent to the year 2010, the express lines will continue to 
exceed their guideline capacity with a utilization level of 112 percent, while the local line will 
remain at 61 percent utilization (see Table 9C-20). 

Table 9C-20 

Lexington Avenue Subway Line-Haul Conditions at 42nd 
Street/Grand Central Station (No Action Alternative 

Year 2010) Downtown (AM Peak) 
Total Guideline 

Trains/ Cars/ Capacity/ Hour Passengers/ Utilization 
Subway Lines Hour Hour (passengers/ hour) Hour Rate 

Nos. 4 and 5 Ex~ress Trains 24 240 26.400 29,488 1.12 

No. 6 Local Train 24 240 26,400 16,207 0.61 

Pedestrian Conditions at Street Level 

On the east side of GCT along Lexington Avenue between 42nd and 45th Streets, a number of 
crosswalks and sidewalks that currently operate at- or over-capacity LOSE and F will improve 
to LOS D or better, since there will be some diversion ofMNR commuters to its new GCN fa
cilities. Some specific examples include the south and west crosswalks of the 45th Street/ 
Lexington A venue intersection, which will improve to LOS B to D during each of the AM, mid
day, and PM peak hours. The pedestrian elements closer to 42nd Street, however, will continue 
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to operate poorly, since there will be no GCN diversion experienced at points south of the 
terminal. 

Of the Madison Avenue crosswalks examined between 42nd and 48th Streets, operations at the 
43rd Street intersection will show some deterioration during the AM peak period (LOS D to E) 
on the east and south crosswalks where no north end diversion will occur. North of 47th Street, 
where one new GCN element is to be placed, pedestrian conditions will deteriorate, since there 
will be a new concentration of exiting pedestrians that will have not yet dispersed up to points 
west. 

Of the midblock locations examined, many will experience slight improvement with the shift of 
people to GCN elements. One location of note, the midblock point on Lexington A venue be
tween 43rd and 44th Streets, will show an improvement from LOS E to D in the AM peak period 
when some of the highest pedestrian volumes were recorded (see Tables 9C-21, 9C-22, and 
9C-23). 

Table 9C-21 
2010 No Action Corner Reservoir Pedestrian Levels 

of Service: Grand Central Terminal Study Area 

Location Corner AM Midday PM 

Lexinqton Avenue at 42nd Street Northwest D c D 

Lexington Avenue at 45th Street Southwest D E D 

Madison Avenue at 43rd Street r-- Northeast c c I c -j----
Southeast D c c 

Madison Avenue at 44th Street r--Northeast B c 
r--------~ 

c 
j-------

Southeast c [) c 
Madison Avenue at 45th Street Northeast D C~_ ~-

Southeast B c c 
Madison Avenue at 46th Street Northeast B B 

r------ c 
Southeast c c c 

Madison Avenue at 47th Street Northeast B B c 
Southeast B c c 

Madison Avenue at 48th Street Northeast c c c 
Southeast B B B 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 42nd Street Northeast c B __ _g__ 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 44th Street Northwest B B B 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 45th Street Northwest c [) D 

Southwest B c --_L 
Southeast B c c 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 46th Street __ Northeast B c B ----
Southeast B c B 

Northwest B B B -----
Southwest B c B --

Vanderbilt Avenue at 47th Street Southwest B B B 

Park Avenue at 48th Street Northeast B B B 

Southwest B El B 
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Table 9C-22 
2010 No Action Crosswalk Pedestrian 

Levels of Service: GCT Study Area 
Location Crosswalk AM Midday PM 

Lexington Avenue at 42nd Street North E ! D __ E __ 

West E I D E 
--~-

Lexington Avenue at 43rd Street North E N/A N/A__ 
Lexington Avenue at 45th Street South c +-- D c 

~st c D D 

Madison Avenue at 43rd Street North D B c 
East E E D 

South D c c 
Madison Avenue at 44th Street North c B c 

East c +-- E D 

South c c c 
Madison Avenue at 45th Street North D c D 

East c D D 

r--- South B c D 

Madison Avenue at 46th Street North B E!_ r---13 ~-
East c E E 

South D c B_ 

Madison Avenue at 47th Street North D B ,__D ~-

I 

East c E 
~-

E 

South c _ _g__ c ------
Madison Avenue at 48th Street North c c B 

East E E E 

South B 
' 

B B 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 42nd Street North E I E E 

East c B c 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 44th Street North D c c 

West c c c --
Vanderbilt Avenue at 45th Street North D ' E D 

East D ! D c 
South c E E 
West c c i c 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 46th Street North B c B 
East c D c 

South B D B 

West c c c 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 47th Street South c c c 

West c c c 
Park Avenue at 48th Street North B B B 

East D c c 
South B B B 

West c c c 
Park Avenue at 42nd Street East D c c 

West c c D 
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Table 9C-23 

2010 No Action Mid-Block Pedestrian Levels of Service: 
GCT Study Area 

Street Platoon LOS 
'----

Location Side AM Midday PM 

Lexinqton Avenue between 43rd and 44th Streets West E D E 
Madison Avenue between 43rd and 44th Streets East B_ c c ----
Madison Avenue between 44th and 45th Streets Eas_t_ __ B c c 
Madison Avenue between 45th and 46th Streets East c c c 
Madison Avenue between 46th and 47th Streets East c c c 
Madison Avenue between 47th and 48th Streets East c c D 
Vanderbilt Avenue between 45th and 46th Streets East B B c 

West B B B 
Vanderbilt Avenue between 46th and 47th Streets East B B 

I 
B 

West B B B ---
43rd Street between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues Nort~ _ _ p c D 

South c c c 
45th Street between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues North c c c 

South c c D 
46th Street between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues North B B B 

South B B B 

47th Street between Park and Lexington Avenues --r-_§-~B B B 
47th Street between Vanderbilt and Park Avenues North I B B B 

·-!--_South B B B 
47th Street between Vanderbilt and Madison Avenues North B B B 

r----- ·---·-- South B B B 
48th Street between Park and Lexington Avenues North B B I _ _!L_ I 

48th Street between Madison and Park Avenues I South B B B 

For the year 2020 No Action condition, pedestrian analyses were conducted at eight representa
tive locations in the study area, including seven intersections surrounding GCT and the north 
and south sidewalks of 45th Street between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues. The sidewalks on 
45th Street would not experience a change in level of service between No Action conditions in 
2010 and 2020. Two crosswalks are projected to deteriorate slightly-the east crosswalk at 
Vanderbilt Avenue and 42nd Street in the midday peak hour (from LOS B to C), and the south 
crosswalk at Vanderbilt Avenue and 45th Street in the AM peak hour (Jrom LOS C to D). Three 
comer reservoir areas are projected to deteriorate between 2010 and 2020-Lexington Avenue 
at 42nd Street in the AM peak hour (from LOS D to E), and Madison Avenue at 45th Street in 
the AM peak hour (from LOS D to E) and in the midday peak hour (from LOS C to D). 

Two other analysis areas were considered. The first examined the critical door elements leading 
directly to the outside ofGCT, since slow or very congested passage through them could create 
significant queuing backwards in the terminal or on the surrounding sidewalks. In both 2010 and 
2020, all main doorways leading to Lexington Avenue from all three east-west passageways and 
the three north-south passageways leading out to 42nd Street will function acceptably within 
LOS C/D conditions. The second set of analyses involved the new GCN vertical circulation ele
ments situated along 47th Street. In this case, these elements were analyzed to include a pro
posed element into the Bear Steams (formerly, American Brands) building between Park and 
Lexington A venues. All elements will function acceptably within LOS C/D conditions during 
both 2010 and 2020. 
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Buses 

Bus ridership was assumed to grow annually by 0.75 percent, resulting in bus usage to be about 
8.5 percent higher in the 2010 No Action Alternative than for existing conditions. Assuming that 
existing bus frequencies remain the same in the No Action condition, most bus lines will be 
operating at or near overcrowded levels (more than 60 passengers per bus), which exceeds 
NYCT acceptable guidelines during the AM and PM peak hours (see Table 9C-24). With one 
exception, these bus lines will need an additional bus during the AM and PM peak hours to ac
commodate the additional peak hour riders. The M42 bus line, which is operating at over
crowded conditions in the existing AM peak hour, will need six additional buses during the AM 
peak hour to reduce the number of riders per bus from 69 to just under 60 (guideline capacity). 

Table 9C-24 

2010 No Action Alternative Bus Ridership Levels: 
GCT Area 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
r---

No. of Total Riders/ No. of Total Riders/ 
Route Buses Riders Bus Buses Riders Bus 

M1 12 610 51 15 790 53 
M2 9 535 59 10 610 61 
M3 7 410 59 8 455 57 

M42 36 2.495 69 15 900 60 
M98 8 475 1---_59 6 340 57 
M101/102/103 24 1.440 60 23 1,320 57 

M104 19 910 48 20 1,020 51 

M4 ! 16 910 57 14 795 57 

032 8 400 50 8 455 57 

Source: NYC Transit 1997 Bus Route Profiles. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

Under the TSM Alternative, there would be no LIRR service at GCT and no additional service 
at Penn Station. There would be some additional ridership on LIRR trains arriving at the LIRR's 
terminal stations at Hunters Point Avenue, Long Island City, and Flatbush Avenue. 

It is projected that close to 550 to 650 additional LIRR commuters would arrive at the Hunters 
Point Avenue terminal station in the AM peak hour, the vast majority of whom would then 
transfer to westbound IRT No. 7 Flushing line trains to Manhattan's East Side at the No. 7 line's 
Hunters Point Avenue station. These No.7 trains are already subjected to serious crowding con
ditions, so the addition of new riders would exacerbate those conditions. About 40 to 50 new 
LIRR riders are projected to use the very infrequent LIRR service to its Long Island City station; 
many of these riders would also transfer to the No. 7line at its Vernon-Jackson station. 

It is also projected that during the AM peak hour, about 350 LIRR riders would travel to the 
Flat bush A venue terminal in downtown Brooklyn and transfer to the northbound Nos. 2, 3, 4, 
and 5 lines. Those lines are also subjected to serious crowding levels, and the addition of new 
LIRR commuters there would exacerbate those conditions. 
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There would likely be no significant change in traffic or pedestrian conditions at Penn Station, 
nor would there be any significant impact at GCT. Conditions at both locations would be essen
tially the same as in the No Action Alternative. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (OPTION I) 

The Preferred Alternative includes two options at GCT -Option 1, with tracks and platforms on 
the existing lower level ofGCT, and Option 2, with tracks and platfom1s on a new, deeper level 
below the lower level. The analysis below focuses first on Option 1 and then on Option 2. As is 
described below, in most respects, the effects of the two options on 1ransportation conditions 
would be essentially the same. The ridership modeling methodology appendix details the meth
odology used to determine what mode (i.e., walk, taxi, bus, subway) the new LIRR commuters 
would use to depart from GCT. As noted in Chapter 2 ( 11Project Alternatives~~), Option 2 has 
been selected as the Preferred engineering option for the East Side Access project. 

Traffic 

The Preferred Alternative would have a series of effects on Midtown traffic. First, it would de
crease the general volume of background traffic in the Midtown area. This would be due to the 
LIRR commuters who presently drive to work at East Side destinations who would now take 
LIRR trains to GCT. Secondly, on the other hand, there would be some increase in taxi activity 
in the GCT area, since some of these new LIRR commuters to GCT would take taxis for the sub
sequent leg of their work trip. At the same time, however, taxi trips near Penn Station would de
crease because of current LIRR commuters to Penn Station who currently take taxis to their East 
Side work destinations, but who would in the future be able to take LIRR trains directly to GCT 
and then walk to their destinations. This analysis process is explained in more detail below and 
formed the basis of the LOS analyses of the Preferred Alternative. 

The ridership projections developed for the Preferred Alternative were used as the basis for de
termining the level of trip reduction in the traffic study area around GCT, and it was estimated 
that the background trip reduction in the GCT area would be 2 percent in the AM and PM peak 
hours and 0.5 percent in the midday peak hour. 

In terms of new vehicle traffic attracted to the GCT area with the Preferred Alternative, the 
ridership projections indicated that there would be about 330 new vehicle trips in the AM peak 
hour, 140 vehicle trips in the midday peak hour, and 280 vehicle trips in the PM peak hour. 
These new trips were assigned to the street network based on their final destination, the loca
tions at which taxis are expected to pick up LIRR commuters, and the most logical route be
tween the two. 

The traffic analyses also accounted for taxi trips that are currently made by LIRR commuters 
once they arrive at Penn Station (or, conversely, traveling to Penn Station) by taxi to their East 
Side destinations. This was done by simulating the routes that taxis currently take from Penn 
Station to East Side destinations and back to Penn Station either with passengers or deadheading 
to pick up a fare from Penn Station. 

Coupled with the traffic assignments were the increased volume of pedestrian traffic on the 
street resulting from the influx ofLIRR commuters into the GCT area. This is an important con
sideration, since in some cases the addition of increased pedestrian volumes by itself could be 
sufficient to significantly affect vehicle traffic LOSs by producing increased conflicts and, thus, 
reducing capacity. 
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Overall, the Preferred Alternative's traffic analysis resulted in the following broad conclusions: 

• The Preferred Alternative would create significant traffic impacts at some locations where 
new taxi trips are expected, where substantial volumes of new pedestrian traffic would af
fect background traffic congestion, or where the combinations of new taxis and new pedes
trians would significantly affect LOSs. 

• This alternative would reduce crosstown taxi volumes and thus reduce traffic congestion at 
some locations where taxi concentrations en route to or from Penn Station are pronounced, 
as well as in front and alongside of Penn Station. This is because with the Preferred Alterna
tive in place, taxi trips once taken by LIRR commuters at Penn Station but now switching 
to GCT will be eliminated. 

• This alternative would also produce an overall modest-2 percent-reduction in Midtown 
traffic even beyond the immediate GCT and Penn Station areas, which is an important bene
fit of the project. 

• Significant traffic impacts generated by the Preferred Alternaltive would be mitigatable via 
standard traffic engineering measures. 

Table 9C-25 presents an overall comparison of traffic conditions under the Preferred Alternative 
as compared with the No Action Alternative for the year 201 0; details of the analyses are pre
sented in Table 9C-26 (detailed comparisons of the No Action and Preferred Alternatives are in
cluded in the Technical Appendix). Figure 9C-6 depicts all analysis locations and LOS results 
by time of day. Overall, there would be a relatively modest increase in the number of intersec
tions characterized by LOS E or F conditions under the Preferred! Alternative-an increase of 
2 such intersections in the AM peak hour, 3 intersections in the midday peak hour, and 1 in the 
PM peak hour. 

Table 9C-25 

Traffic Level of Service Summary Comparison: 
Preferred Alternative vs. Future No Action Alternative (Year 2010) 

! 
No Action Preferred 

' 
Peak Hours Peak Hours 

AM Midday PM I AM Midday PM 

Intersections at Overall LOS NB 28 26 34 27 25 32 
Intersections at Overall LOS C 7 15 8 7 12 9 

Intersections at Overall LOS D 4 3 2 3 4 2 
Intersections at Overall LOS E/F 15 10 10 17 13 11 
Intersections with Movements at LOS E or F 22 23 18 22 22 14 
Intersections with Significant Traffic Impacts - - - 12 6 8 
Intersections with Significant Traffic Benefits - - - 9 2 6 
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Table 9C-26 

Preferred Alternative Traffic Level of Service Summaries (Year 2010): 
G d C t l T l St d A ran en ra ermma Uly rea 

AM Peak Hour T., .... J~"'· PM Peak Hour 
----

Sign if. Signif. 
No Preferred Impact/ No Preferred Impact/ No Preferred Impact/ 

Intersection Action Alternative Benefit Action Alternative Benefit Action Alternative Benefit 

Seventh Ave, and 42nd St. F* c Benefit c I c l~~nefit c c 
Broadway and 42nd St. F* - D Benefit F* F* F* F* 

~-

Benefit 
Sixth Ave. and 42nd St. F* F* F* l F* F* F* i Both (1) 
Fifth Ave. and 48th St. I B B Bi B I B c ·-- ·--
Fifth Ave. and 47th St. I B B B I B I B B ---- T t I 

-~ 

Fifth Ave. and 46th St. B B B B -- f-- B B --
Fifth Ave. and 45th St. I B B c F* I B B 'I 

--- -·-·- --r----- ~-

Fifth Ave. and 44th St. B B B B 
-- f-- B B i -·-

Fifth Ave. and 43rd St. B B F* F* B B 
Fifth Ave. and 42nd St. F* c Benefit D D F* F* Benefit 
Fifth Ave. and 41st St. B B B B B B 
Fifth Ave. and 40th St. I B B B B B B ------
Madison Ave. and 40th St. I B B c c f-__E3 B -------·- I --

Madison Ave. and 41st St. i c F* _ IJl1[JaCt c c -;-f--~B B --·-- .. 
! 

-· 

I Madison Ave. and 42nd St. F* D Benefit F* F* Benefll_ D c Benefit 
-· 

I I ____ c=__ Madison Ave _il!l_d_'!_:J.cd St. B B B B B B --1------
1 Madison Ave. and 44th St. c B B B B B - .. 

~()nAve. and 45th St B B c c B B 
Madison Ave. and 46th _?t - B B c c ---- ---- B B ---
Madison Ave. and 47th St. I B B B B B B ___j_ -·--- --r-----
Madison Ave. and 48th St. j --~-- B B B B B 

--

! 
-----

Vanderbilt Ave and 47th SJ, __ c c c c B B 
----- --~ 

Vanderbilt Ave. and 46th St. B B 
----

B 
--

_ _____g___ 
f----

B B 
-~------

Vanderbilt Ave. and 45th St. I D F* B B c D 
--

Vanderbilt Ave. and 44th St.** l A-B A-B A-B A-B A-B A-B --, -- --
Vanderbilt Ave. and 43rd St.** A-B A-B A-B 

~ 

A-B --·- A-B A-B 
~~-

Vanderbilt Ave. and 42nd St. I c c c c_ r------· c c 
Park Ave. and 40th St. c c f---------- B B F* i F* 
Park Ave. SB and 41st St. B B B B c c 

--

Park Ave. NB and 41st St. B B B B B B 
Park Ave. and 42nd St. F* F* Impact F* F* Impact F* ---- F* Impact 
Park Ave. and 46th St. F* F* Both F* F* F* ~- c Benefit 
Park Ave. and 47th St. I c F* Impact B B I B B Impact ------ lmpac~--- -
Park Ave. and 48th St. F* F* .. _lrnpa_ct c c c c-lf11p~ct_ ----t-s- -~~----· --· 
Lex1nqton Ave. and 48th St. B -- --- c --~---- f----

B B ------
Lexington Ave. and 47th St. I D D D D i B B -------- ---· --· ------ --

I Lexinqton Ave. and 46th St. B B c D ------ B 
-

B 
Lexington Ave. and 45th St. F* F* Benefit F* F* 

--_____i; ~~ c I 

Lexington Ave. and 44th St. I c c ------·-· F* F* E D 
Lexington Ave. and 43rd St. I D F* Impact B F* Impact c F* Impact 
Lexinqton Ave. and 42nd St. F* F* Benefit D D D F* 
Lexinqton Ave. and 41st St. D c B B B B --
Lexinqton Ave. and 40th St. B B B B B B 
Third Ave. and 40th St. B B B B B B 
Third Ave. and 41st St. B F* Impact B B B B Impact 
Third Ave. and 42nd St. F* F* Impact F* F* Impact F* F* Impact 
Third Ave. and 43rd St. F* F* Impact B B Impact B F* Impact 
Third Ave. and 44th St. B B B B B B 
Third Ave. and 45th St. B B J!:DQ~t_ B B B B 
Third Ave. and 46th St. B 

-p:-_l_mpact c B B B 
Third Ave. and 47th St. B 

. B --
F* F* F* F* Benefit 

Third Ave. and 48th St. F* F* Impact c F* Impact B B 
Second Ave. and 42nd St. F* F* Benefit c c c c 
First Ave. and 42nd St. F* F* Benefit c c F* F* 

Notes: . Indicates that delay and LOS are not meaningful because vic is greater than 1.2. It is beyond the scope of HCM to assess delay for 
an approach operating in oversaturated conditions. .. Indicates unsignalized intersection . 

(1) One approach has a significant benefit, while another has a significant impact. 
LOS shown for critical movement. 
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During the AM peak hour, the Preferred Alternative would create significant traffic impacts at 
12 intersections in the year 2010, yet would also create significant traffic benefits at 9 other in
tersections. For the purposes of this assessment, "significant traffic benefits" have been defined 
as travel delay reductions of 10 seconds or more for traffic movements characterized by LOS D, 
E, or F under the No Action condition, which parallels the significant traffic impact definition. 
During the midday peak hour, there would be significant impacts at 6 intersections and signifi
cant benefits at 2 intersections, in the PM peak hour, there would be significant impacts at 8 
intersections and significant benefits at 6 intersections. 

It is important to note that all of the significant impacts generated by the Preferred Alternative 
can be mitigated via standard traffic engineering improvements, such as signal timing modifica
tions, more restrictive parking regulations, and by providing some vehicular traffic movements 
with exclusive phases (e.g., left-tum arrows) to minimize conflicts with crossing pedestrians. 
These are the types of traffic operations improvements that are typically and regularly imple
mented by the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) in response to LOS or 
operational problems throughout the city. None of the significant traffic impacts identified 
would require costly engineering improvements, such as street widenings, traffic patterns modi
fications (such as would occur, for example, if tum prohibitions were needed), or reductions of 
sidewalk space. A discussion of the types of mitigation measures that might be needed to accom
modate traffic demands associated with the Preferred Alternative in the year 2010 follow. 

In the Times Square area, there would be significant traffic benefits in both the AM, midday, 
and PM peak analysis periods as a decrease in taxi traffic en route to Penn Station is expected. 

Along Fifth Avenue, there would be a significant traffic benefit along westbound 42nd Street at 
Fifth Avenue in the AM and PM peak periods, also as a result of reduced taxi traffic to Penn 
Station. There would be no expected significant traffic impacts anywhere along Fifth A venue 
in the study area. 

Along Madison Avenue, there would be no major differences from No Action traffic conditions. 
There would be some significant traffic delay reduction benefits along 42nd Street at Madison 
A venue in the AM, midday, and PM peak analysis periods, and one significant traffic impact 
along eastbound 41st Street in the AM peak hour. This one significant impact could be mitigated 
by day lighting (i.e., prohibiting parking) along the north side of the 41st Street approach to the 
intersection to add an eastbound left-tum lane and by providing a protected signal phase for the 
eastbound left turns (i.e., not allowing pedestrians to cross this section of Madison Avenue 
during the phase that eastbound 41st Street left turns receive an "exclusive" green signal phase). 

There would be no significant traffic impacts nor benefits anticipated for the Vanderbilt Avenue 
intersections. This entry/exit point to GCT is not expected to be significantly used by LIRR 
commuters or taxis attracted to it as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 

Significant traffic impact locations would occur on Park Avenue at 42nd, 46th, 47th, and 48th 
Streets. Each of these impacts is primarily attributable to the increased volume of pedestrians 
emerging from GCT, rather than from increased taxi traffic itself. That is because increased pe
destrian traffic would increase conflicts with vehicular traffic that needs to make turns at these 
intersections, thereby affecting vehicular traffic LOSs. 

At Park A venue and 42nd Street, it would be necessary to prohibit parking along the northbound 
Park Avenue approach to the intersection and create two right-tum lanes along with the one left
tum lane, to provide a protected signal phase for northbound Park A venue traffic to reduce 
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conflicts with pedestrian crossings at this locations, and to shift a modest amount of green signal 
time (2 seconds) from the northbound phase to the east/west phase (signal timing changes would 
be for the midday and PM peak periods only). This would provide the required amount of ca
pacity to mitigate significant impacts. 

At Park Avenue's intersections with 46th, 47th, and 48th Streets, a series of mitigation improve
ments would be needed, varying by intersection and by time period. For example, at Park Ave
nue and 46th Street, in the AM peak period, it would be necessary to remove parking along the 
southbound Park Avenue approach to provide two left-tum lanes and two through traffic lanes. 
In the midday peak period, it would be necessary to provide a protected north/south signal phase 
and to daylight the south curb of the eastbound 46th Street approach to the intersection. In the 
PM peak period, mitigation would not be required. 

At Park Avenue and 47th Street, it would be necessary to provide a protected north/south phase 
in the AM and PM peak periods. At Park A venue and 48th Street, it would be necessary to day
light the south curb of the eastbound 48th Street approach and to provide a protected north/south 
phase in the AM and PM peaks. 

Along Lexington Avenue, there would, overall, not be major differences in traffic conditions un
der the Preferred Alternative as compared with the No Action Alternative. There would be one 
significant traffic impact location during all three analysis periods-at Lexington A venue and 
43rd Street, primarily as a result of additional pedestrian traffic through this intersection 
generated by the Preferred Alternative. This can be readily mitigated by providing westbound 
43rd Street traffic with a protected phase to reduce conflicts with pedestrian traffic. 

There would be a series of significant traffic impacts along Third Avenue as a result of increased 
pedestrian volumes generated by the Preferred Alternative. These impacts could be mitigated by 
one or more of the following measures: day lighting one curb along specific east/west streets 
and/or providing protected east/west signal phases, and, in some cases, making modest shifts in 
signal timings. The specific mitigations intersection-by-intersection are detailed in the Technical 
Appendix. 

There would also be significant traffic benefits resulting from the project along 42nd Street at 
First and Second Avenues, as a result of reduced crosstown taxi traffic. 

In addition to the traffic benefits cited above, both areawide within M1dtown Manhattan and at 
specific East Midtown and 42nd Street intersections where detailed LOS analyses were con
ducted, there would be other traffic benefits along routes leading to and from Penn Station. That 
is because much of the taxi traffic attracted to GCT to serve LIRR commuters would no longer 
be attracted to Penn Station, resulting in traffic volume reductions along several approach routes 
(such as southbound Seventh Avenue, northbound Sixth Avenue, and westbound 31st, 33rd, and 
34th Streets). 

For year 2020 conditions, 12 of the study area intersections were analyzed in detail for potential 
traffic impacts. Of the 12 analysis locations, new significant impacts were identified at !loca
tion in the AM peak hour (Lexington Avenue/42nd Street), and at 3 locations in the PM peak 
hour (Vanderbilt Avenue/45th Street, Lexington Avenue/45th Street, and Lexington Avenue/ 
42nd Street). No new significant impact locations were identified among the year 2020 analysis 
intersections in the midday peak hour. Significant impacts could be mitigated at these locations 
by NYCDOT in the year 2020 using standard traffic engineering measures, such as signal 
phasing and timing adjustments, and curb parking regulation modifications. 
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Parking 

Under the Preferred Alternative, the demand for parking at GCT would not be expected to in
crease, since LIRR riders would not be parking their personal vehicles near GCT. The level of 
taxi activity around the terminal would increase and require additional curb space. These taxis 
would use the existing dedicated stands around GCT, while new stands would likely be needed 
along curb areas adjacent to the new LIRR entrances. The new taxi stands would slightly reduce 
the available supply of loading/unloading curb space and could therefore slightly increase the 
prevalence of double parking on the cross streets around GCT. Since, overall, there would 
probably be six new taxi stands totaling 30 to 40 curbside spaces, the amount of displaced curb
side parkers would probably represent a negligible percentage increase of overall curbside 
parking in the area. 

More importantly, the Preferred Alternative would reduce parking demand in Manhattan, since 
a significant number of auto commuters would take LIRR trains directly to Manhattan's East 
Side. It is estimated that there would be a reduction in parking demand of approximately 2,800 
autos from reduced home-based work trips and additional reductions for non-work trips. 

Commuter Rail: Metro-North Railroad 

The Preferred Alternative (under both engineering options) would displace a total of 15 MNR 
tracks in GCT: four platform tracks ( 114-117), nine storage tracks, and two tracks used for train 
maintenance. All of the above tracks are currently used for midday storage and maintenance of 
MNR trains. The Preferred Alternative would also take over use of the lower-level loop track, 
which is no longer used by MNR. 

To preserve MNR's capacity for storing and maintaining trains through the year 2020, the Pre
ferred Alternative would construct five new storage tracks and expand five existing storage 
tracks within GCT (in the lower level's East End Yard). Additionally, it would construct new 
storage tracks and maintenance facilities in Highbridge Yard in the Bronx. The expansion of the 
East Yard in GCT' s lower level, combined with the construction of additional facilities in High
bridge, would be more than adequate to replace tracks taken for the Preferred Alternative and 
to provide for MNR's current and future train storage needs. In addition, the construction of new 
facilities in Highbridge Yard would provide additional storage capability for MNR to accommo
date future ridership increases and reduce present daily deadhead mileage of those trainsets 
stored midday at Croton-Harmon, North White Plains, and Stamford. 

The project would also create new capacity in Penn Station that could benefit MNR, allowing 
MNR to bring service for its commuters to Penn Station if that agency's Penn Station Access 
Project is implemented. IfMNR does bring new service into Penn Station, the number ofMNR 
commuters shifted to Penn Station would be lower than the number of LIRR commuters shifted 
to GCT by East Side Access. 

Commuter Rail: Amtrak and NJ Transit 

The work proposed at Harold Interlocking (see Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives") would segre
gate Amtrak's Northeast Corridor service from LIRR service in the vicinity of Harold Inter
locking, and would have a positive impact on Amtrak's Northeast Corridor service between 
Boston and New York. By providing a quicker route through Harold Interlocking and allowing 
Amtrak trains to travel into and out of the East River tunnels at higher speeds (via an upgrade 
of switches), the improved Harold Interlocking would have a pos1tive impact on Amtrak. 
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The Preferred Alternative would have no adverse impact on either Amtrak's or NJ Transit's 
non-revenue use of Sunnyside Yard (i.e., for train storage) or East River tunnels. 

Pedestrian Conditions Within GCT 

Introducing LIRR service into GCT would significantly affect GCT pedestrian flows and condi
tions. During the 4-hour AM peak period, about 62,000 new LIRR nders would pass through 
GCT in 2010, rising to about 65,000 in 2020. About 44 percent of this new ridership would be 
concentrated in the 8-9 AM peak hour (27,500 in 2010; 29,000 in 2020). This represents a near
ly 75 percent increase in the number of commuters that are projected to enter GCT. While this 
represents a significant increase in pedestrian usage of the terminal, these new riders would be 
better dispersed with the current GCN and restoration efforts adding to the number of ways peo
ple can circulate in and around GCT. 

In terms of where these new LIRR riders would circulate through GCT, most would be bound 
to points north of the terminal and not enter the main terminal concourse. About 42,200 people 
(65 percent) would be destined to 45th through 49th Streets or above during the 6-10 AM peak 
period, which is consistent with other GCN projections. Some 15,300 people (23.5 percent) 
would be oriented to 45th Street or south. The remaining 7,450 ( 11.5 percent) people would be 
leaving GCT to use the IRT 4/5/6 subway lines (5,240 to the southbound platform, 2,190 to the 
northbound platform). 

The projected distribution of 2020 LIRR peak period/hour ridership at GCT is shown in Table 
9C-27 and Figure 9C-7. 

Table 9C-27 

Distribution of AM Peak LIRR 
Passengers Arriving at GCT in 2020 

6-10 AM Peak 8-9 AM Peak 
Access/Egress Link Period Arrivals Hour Arrivals 

IRT 4/5/6 Southbound 5,327 2,311 --
IRT 4/5/6 Northbound 2,229 968 --
IRT 7 Eastbound 4 2 --
IRT 7 Westbound 23 10 

IRT Shuttle 0 D --
42nd Street (East Side+) 72,453 5,492 --
42nd Street (West Side+) 2,839 7,252 

. -
45th Street (West Side)* 74,483 6,387 

47th Street (East Side)* 5,063 2,233 

47th Street (West Side)* 30 1_3__ 

49th Street (West Side)* 22,592 9,963 

Totals 65,043 28,631 

Notes: 
+ "East" and 'West" refer to areas east and west of GCT, respectively. 
* Do not enter GCT dining or Main Concourses. 

To assign LIRR riders to their final Midtown destination, exiting LIRR patrons were assumed 
to use one or more of the nearest exits closest to their end location. That is, people were as
sumed to ride commuter trains so as to exit that train as close as possible to either a GCN esca
lator/stairwell or into and through GCT, which in tum would be closest to their work location. 
(Since GCN opened in late 1999, this is occurring on MNR trains, with less crowding into the 
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front cars of trains and more evenly distributed train loadings.) Once on the street, people were 
assumed to follow as direct a path as possible into that Midtown destination zone. LIRR riders 
would primarily use the closest Vanderbilt Avenue escalator that leads to the New York Transit 
Museum store on the Main Concourse (about 60 percent), followed by the west staircase (about 
15 percent) and the Oyster Bar east ramp (12 percent). About 8 percent of exiting passengers 
from Tracks 111-116 would likely make their way along the entire length of the Dining 
Concourse to a stair leading up to the Graybar passageway. Other vertical circulation elements 
in GCT's east side would likely be used by small amounts of 1 or 2 percent each. Once on the 
Main Concourse, various paths are available out of the terminal so that no particular pedestrian 
element would likely be overburdened with the exception of a few particular elements that are 
congested even today. 

Within GCT, the new escalator bank behind the west stairs, situated closely to the LIRR tracks 
on the terminal's west side, would be the most heavily used vertical circulation element with 
2,300 to 2,500 people (LIRR and MNR) coming up in the respective 2010 and 2020 AM peak 
15-minute periods, and 2,000 to 2,100 descending it in the PM peak period in 2010 and 2020 
analysis years. The heaviest corridor would be the connection between the Oyster Bar east ramp 
and the western IRT stair/escalator bank, with 3,200 (2010 PM) and 3,850 (2020 AM) pedes
trians traversing it during peak 15-minute periods. The two corridors at GCT's southwest cor
ner, one leading up to the 42nd/Vanderbilt comer and a second directed to the subway shuttle 
fare control area (FCA 236), would each be used by 1,400-1,800 pedestrians per AM and PM 
peak 15-minute periods in 2010, and upwards of2,000 in the shuttle passage in year 2020. The 
Met Life buildings escalator bank would continue to be a major pedestrian element, with be
tween 2,500 and 3,200 people using it during the AM and PM peak periods. Most other ele
ments would carry between 1,000 and 2,000 pedestrians during e:ach of the AM and PM peak 
15-minute periods. Overall, some elements, predominantly in GCT's west side and to the IRT 
subway, would become very heavily used--yet still within capacity limits. Other elements 
would be characterized by only modest increases, such as corridor connections toward Lexing
ton Avenue. 

To determine whether these new LIRR pedestrian flows would create significant impacts, LOS 
criteria cited in the New York City CEQR Technical Manual were used as follows: 

• For stairways: For a Build LOS D condition, a required widening of 6 inches or more is con
sidered significant; for a Build LOS E condition, a 3- to 6-inch widening is considered sig
nificant; for LOS F, a 1- to 3-inch widening is considered significant. As noted in the CEQR 
Technical Manual, the MT A generally does not implement a widening of less than 6 inches, 
and at times, not less than 1 foot, since it may not be practicable to disrupt service on an 
existing stairway. 

• For passageways and corridors: For a Build LOS D condition, a required widening of 12 
inches or more is considered significant; for a Build LOS E condition, a 6- to 12-inch 
widenings are considered significant; for LOS F, a 3- to 6-inch widening are considered sig
nificant; a widening of less than 3 inches is not considered significant. 

• For platforms: Although there are no definitive MTA guidelines for platform impacts, the 
CEQR Technical Manual mentions a deterioration of future No Action conditions from 
better than LOS C/D to worse than C/D, or for any worsening when already in C/D condi
tions is considered significant. This is consistent with LOS C/D conditions being sought at 
other pedestrian elements. 
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• For turnstiles: Any increase in a turnstile's v/c ratio above 1.00 and above which would re-
sult in queuing is considered a significant impact. 

One type of element that is not addressed in detail in the CEQR Technical Manual or the NYCT 
Planning and Design Guidelines is an escalator and how to assess pedestrian conditions on 
them. In general, these elements have fixed speeds and processing rates and, therefore, maxi
mum theoretical capacities. Thus, determining significant impacts for an escalator may be rea
sonably based on the volume of people using it versus the escalator's ability to process the load 
(i.e., v/c ratio), and whether the pedestrian demand on it is under or over capacity (i.e., a v/c 
ratio s: or> 1.00). 

Thus, a significant impact for an escalator was identified when its capacity is exceeded when 
comparing future No Action with Preferred Alternative demands. A second criterion was con
sidered when the v/c ratio is already greater than 1.00 in the No Action case. In such cases, a sig
nificant impact would be realized when v/c ratios increase by 5 percent with the addition of the 
incremental pedestrian flows to escalators. This is roughly equivalent to a l-inch widening (as
sociated with stairway LOS F) based on the similar processing rates of a standard 24-inch-wide 
stair exit lane or of a single 20-inch lane of a dual-lane, 40-inch wide escalator.* 

The resulting pedestrian LOSs would deteriorate over those identified for the No Action Alter
native unless additional improvements were provided. The most significant deterioration in LOS 
would occur on the eastern and western vertical circulation elements leading down to the IRT 
4/5/6 subway and the escalator bank connecting the dining and Main Concourses near the New 
York Transit Museum store. In each of the AM and PM peak periods for both 5- and 15-minute 
analysis periods, these elements would experience significant pedestrian impacts with LOSs de
teriorating to worse than C/D and, in some instances, well into the ElF range. It is of note that 
when such congestion occurs on stairs and escalators, there tends to be a metering effect at the 
downstream locations with a slightly lower arrival rate. Accordingly, the Graybar, new 43rd 
Street (which would also provide added width out to Lexington Avenue), and Lexington Avenue 
passageways would operate within generally acceptable LOS C/D or better conditions. All door
ways to exterior sidewalks would continue to function at acceptable LOS C/D or better. Tables 
9C-28 and 9C-29 list LOS results for the pedestrian flow elements analyzed for the Preferred 
Alternative within GCT. 

On the Dining Concourse level, there would be some queuing at the bottom of the stairs and 
escalators, although there would appear to be ample room in the waitmg area to accommodate 
such queues. This is not unusual for major commuter rail terminals. On the other hand, the key 
problem areas would likely occur in the Main Concourse areas leading to the IRT stairwells, 
which could extend back into their connecting passageways and cause some circulation 
stoppages. 

* A "lane" is generally considered to be a person's shoulder breadth, typically 24 inches accounting for 
slight body sway and heavy clothing. The processing rate of a standard 24-inch-wide stair exit "lane" 
is approximately 35 persons per minute per lane (i.e., 17 persons per foot per minute multiplied by the 
2-foot lane width). The processing rate for a 48-inch (40-inch tread), double-width, dual-lane esca
lator is about 75 persons per minute as measured at all GCT escalators, or about 37 persons per 
minute per lane. 
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Table 9C-28 
2010 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE PEAK PERIOD LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS OF PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION ELEMENTS 

WITHIN GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

Pedestrian Element Peak 5 Minutes within Peak 15- Minute Period Peak 15- Minute Period 

Location Section AM PM AM PM 

1. Met Life Building Escalators 3 Up Escalators under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

1 Down Escalator under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

2. Graybar Passageway Corridor A A A A 

3. East Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from Dining Concourse B A A A 

South Stairs from Dining Concourse A A A A 

Up Esc. Facing Hudson News under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Esc. Facing Hudson News under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

North Corridor A A A A 

South Corridor c c c c 
3A. 43rd Street Passageway Corridor A A A A 

4. Hyatt Passageway Corridor B A A A 

5. Eastern IRT Subway Stairs Stairs D. c c c 
6. Western IRT Subway Stairs I Escalators Stairs F F E• E 

Up Escalator over capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Escalator under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

7. East Passageway to 42nd St. (Park-Lex) Corridor B B B B 

8. Lower Concourse East Ramp Ramp A A A A 

9. 42nd St. Main Entrance Corridor A B A A 

10. Shuttle Passageway Corridor B B B B 

11. Ramp to Vanderbilt Ave. I 42nd St. Corner Ramp c c B c 
12. West Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from Dining Concourse D. D D· D 

South Stairs from Dining Concourse A A A A 

Up Esc. Facing NYC Transit Museum Store over capacity• under capacity over capacity• under capacity 

Down Esc. Facing NYC Transit Museum Store under capacity over capacity under capacity over capacity• 

North Corridor B B B B 

South Corridor B B A B 

13. 43rd St. Stairs in Biltmore Room Stairs c c c c 
14. Roosevelt Passageway Corridor B A A A 

---

• SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

. 
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Table 9C-29 
2020 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE PEAK PERIOD LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS OF PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION ELEMENTS 

WITHIN GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

Pedestrian Element Peak 5 Minutes within Peak 15 • Minute Period Peak 15 • Minute Period 

Location Section AM PM AM PM 

1. Met Life Building Escalators 3 Up Escalators under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

1 Down Escalator under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

2. Graybar Passageway Corridor A A A A 

3. East Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from Dining Concourse B A A A 

South Stairs from Dining Concourse A A A A 

Up Esc. Facing Hudson News under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

Down Esc. Facing Hudson News under capacity under capacity under capacity under capacity 

North Corridor B B A A 

South Corridor c c c c 
3A. 43rd Street Passageway Corridor A A A A 

4. Hyatt Passageway Corridor B B B A 

5. Eastern IRT Subway Stairs Stairs D D c c 
6. Western IRT Subway Stairs I Escalators Stairs F* F* E* E* 

Up Escalator over capacity under capacity near capacity under capacity 

Down Escalator over capacity* under capacity over capacity* under capacity 

7. East Passageway to 42nd St. (Park-Lex) Corridor c B B B 

8. Lower Concourse East Ramp Ramp A B A A 

9. 42nd St. Main Entrance Corridor A B A A 

10 Shuttle Passageway Corridor c B B B 

11 Ramp to Vanderbilt Ave. I 42nd St. Corner Ramp c c c c 
12. West Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from Dining Concourse E* D* D* D* 

South Stairs frorn Dining Concourse A A A A 

Up Esc. Facing NYC Transit Museum Store over capacity* under capacity over capacity* under capacity 

Down Esc. Facing NYC Transit Museum Store under capacity over capacity* under capacity over capacity* 

North Corridor B B B B 

South Corridor B B B B 

13. 43rd St. Stairs in Biltmore Room Stairs D* c c c 
14. Roosevelt Passageway Corridor B A B A 

*SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
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The one significantly affected element within GCT would be the escalator bank leading to the 
New York Transit Museum store on the west side ofGCT's Main Concourse. One mitigation 
measure for this significant impact would be a redirection of the escalators, which currently do 
not appear to be servicing the peak direction. Today, one escalator is carried up and another 
down, with the reverse-peak direction processing about 20 percent of the peak direction flow 
(less than 50 people during any 15-minute peak period). With the heavy increase ofLIRR riders 
onto this element and a significant overutilization likely to occur in the peak direction, having 
both escalators operating in the peak direction during peak hours could effectively double the 
vertical circulation capacity. While v/c ratios would still show over-capacity conditions, the fig
ures would be much closer to 1.00. During off-peak hours and midday periods, these escalators 
could be operated one up and one down. Other mitigation strategies for the subway elements 
will be detailed below in the section discussing the Lexington Avenue subway. 

Pedestrian Conditions within LIRR Platforms and Cross Passageways 

Pedestrian conditions were also analyzed within LIRR platform and cross passage elements 
being designed for the East Side Access Project. Each cross passage under 48th, 45th, and 43rd 
Streets was designed with at least two exits to prevent "dead-end" conditions. The 47th Street 
cross passage, now open with two exits (soon to be three when the Bear Steams building at 383 
Madison Avenue is completed), would have another exit closer to Lexington Avenue, bringing 
that total to four. 

The platforms would have varying widths, ranging from 17 feet (Platforms 4 and 5 to the far 
west) to almost 23 feet (Platforms 1-3 on the east). Each platform would have stair elements po
sitioned to ensure that walk distances meet National Fire Protection Association criteria. The 
new 45th and 48th Street cross passages would be 24 feet wide (47th Street's is 22 feet wide), 
and pedestrians would ascend stairs from the platforms below by one or two vertical circulation 
elements. One escalator would be provided on each platform, situated up to the 45th Street cross 
passage. In total, each platform would have six egress points. 

As described in the "Project Alternatives" chapter, the Preferred Alternative would create five 
new exits from GCT. Based on the engineering studies to date, new street accesses would be 
created in Option 1 as follows: 

• On the south side of 45th Street, midblock between Madison and Vanderbilt A venues in the 
347 Madison Avenue building; 

• On the southeast comer of 45th Street/Vanderbilt Avenue comer in the 200 Park Avenue 
building (Met Life); 

• On south side of 48th Street, just west of Park Avenue in the 270 Park Avenue building 
(Chase Bank); 

• On the north side of 48th Street or the south side of 49th Street, midblock between Madison 
and Park Avenues in or adjacent to the 280 Park A venue building (Bankers Trust); 

• On 47th Street, midblock between Park and Lexington A venues in the 245 Park A venue 
building (Bear Steams); 

• An entrance being constructed at 383 Madison Avenue; 

• Two entrances constructed in the 47th Street cross passage as part of the GCN project; 
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• Direct access to the terminal's Dining Concourse from the south end of Platforms 1, 2, and 
3;and 

• Escalators to the Biltmore Room from Platforms 4 and 5. 

If the locations of these exits vary slightly from those analyzed, the results of the analysis would 
not differ significantly. 

During AM conditions, clearing platform queues in a reasonable time is a main concern. The 
stair/escalator analyses indicate that the elements leading to the 47th and 48th Street cross pas
sages would each operate at a slightly congested LOS D in the AM peak IS-minute period, 
while all other elements to the platforms' south end would operate under capacity and at accep
table LOS. A typical LIRR platform stairwell layout is shown in Figure 9C-8. 

It was also necessary to assess the clearance times off the platforms, since excessive clearance 
times could result in undue congestion on the platform itself in the AM peak periods. Stairwell 
queuing analyses indicated that the north end stair queues would dissipate in 5 or less minutes, 
while south end elements would need less than 3 minutes to clear. Considering there would be 
10 tracks/5 platforms, it is highly unlikely that successive trains to the same platform would be 
scheduled, and each platform would have at least 5 minutes between arrivals. Thus, platform 
clearance times would not be a major concern. 

During PM conditions, the most important concern is that of platform and cross passage queuing 
conditions, and whether the waiting area is sufficient. To analyze the URR-only cross passages, 
operations considered 2.5-minute train headways, near-full passenger loads for a 12-car train. 
Analyses of the 47th Street cross passage would have both LIRR trains and 10-car MNR trains. 
These are reasonably worst-case conditions in that many peak-period train consists are shorter 
and have lower passenger occupancies. During the peak 15 minutes, there would be a constant 
turnover of passengers in the cross passage, since trains would depart GCT continuously; how
ever, there would likely would be no time when the cross passage would be completely empty. 

Since it is likely that some passengers would wait on the platform and others in the cross pas
sages, the analyses assumed several scenarios that "assign" people to both platform and cross 
passage areas. For example, one analysis case involved having 50 percent of a train's load 
waiting on the platform and 50 percent in the cross passage; other cases varied these percentages 
(e.g., 75 percent on platforrn/25 percent in cross passage). 

The LIRR-only cross passages under 45th and 48th Streets were assumed to have one large, 
homogeneous zone with train departures (and loadings) equally timed from all of their tracks. 
For the 47th Street cross passage, however, two time-space zones were assumed, since only the 
western end would have LIRR and MNR passengers queuing, while the eastern MNR-only end 
would likely have only MNR riders. 

Examining the LIRR platforms, three separate waiting zones would exist between the stairs 
leading up to the cross passages (see Figure 9C-8). The analysis indicates that, for a single train 
load of people all waiting on the platform, LOS C/D or better would prevail on all LIRR plat
forms for the peak 5 and 15 minutes prior to train boarding. 

With LIRR passengers likely using a new waiting area in the western sections of the 47th Street 
cross passage (which would link the 47th and 48th Street cross passageways) and the majority 
ofMNR riders (no LIRR riders) using the eastern sections, the analysis of normal operations 
with no delays indicates that conditions would continue to vary along the length of the cross 
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passage. The worst condition would occur in the LIRR/MNR zone to the west end: LOS C/D 
and mid-D conditions would prevail (a time-space utilization of about 80 percent for 5- and 15-
minute periods) when people queue in the cross passage at a train-load rate of 75 percent 
waiting there. If the cross passage becomes more crowded, a higher proportion of people will 
wait on the platform, and then LOS C/D or better would prevail in the cross passage. In the cross 
passage's east end where MNR passengers would wait, LOS C/D or better would occur (a time
space utilization of70 percent or less) in all scenarios. For the LIRR-only cross passages along 
45th and 48th Streets, LOS C/D would prevail in all passenger-waiting scenarios. 

Pedestrian conditions in the initial 15 minutes of delay (i.e., no LIRR or upper-level MNR trains 
departing) would vary along the length of the 47th Street cross passage. In the west end where 
both LIRR and MNR riders mix, significant congestion and over-capacity conditions would pre
vail, while in the cross passage's east end-where MNR passengers would wait-slightly better, 
near-capacity conditions would occur. For a condition with 30-minute delays, the analyses indi
cate that conditions within the shared west end of the cross passage would deteriorate well into 
over-capacity conditions. With joint use by LIRR and MNR, the threshold of capacity would be 
reached 15 minutes after the first train delay occurs, as opposed to 40 minutes under the No 
Action Alternative. 

Lexington Avenue Subway Conditions 

The analysis of potential impacts at the IRT 42nd Street subway station focused on key station 
elements and line-haul capacity. 

The Preferred Alternative would significantly affect conditions on some stairwells connecting 
to critical platform areas. During the AM peak period, about 5,240 new subway riders (2,31 0 in 
the 8-9 AM peak hour) would be destined to Lower Manhattan and other points south of GCT, 
while another 2,195 people (970 in the AM peak hour) would be using the northbound subway 
lines as part of their trip. Slightly lower (i.e., about 15 percent) pedestrian volumes would occur 
(although reversed, into GCT) during the PM peak hour. 

In the future with LIRR passengers using this station, pedestrians were assigned based on pre
vailing uses of each stairwell. 

• For the western mezzanine FCA 238, there are three and four stairwells serving the respec
tive south- and northbound platforms. Surveys indicated that about 50 percent of all people 
entering the subway in this area use the stairwell (Pl4) directly in front of the turnstiles 
when traveling downtown. Uptown stairwells are used in a more even manner with about 
30-35 percent of the FCA 238 pedestrian traffic using the thn~e nearest elements (Pl5, 17, 
19). 

• For the eastern mezzanine at FCA 240, where two stairwells can be accessed to descend to 
the south- and northbound platforms, there is another utilization imbalance. For downtown 
service, the stairwell (P20) facing the turnstiles is used by about two-thirds of all south
bound riders, while when traveling uptown, the stairwell (P23) directly adjacent to the tum
stile line is used by a similar percentage. 

Applying the percentages to the analysis elements, about 1,050 people in 2010 and 2020 would 
use the center southbound stair (Pl4) to access the platform during the 8-9 AM peak hour, with 
another 500 to 600 people using the adjacent stairwells. For the northbound platform, about 570 
people would travel into the center northbound platform area using two stairwells (Pl7 /19). 
Stairwells near FCA 240 at the station's north end would be used by between 75 and 125 
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pedestrians connecting to the southbound platform. In the PM peak when the heaviest flows out 
of the station emanate from the northbound platform, between 450 and 550 pedestrians would 
use each of the three southernmost stairwells (PI3, 15, 17). From the north end of the north
bound platform, just under 100 pedestrians would use the two stairwells to leave the station. 
Combining these north- and southbound volumes and comparing these with the peak-direction 
flows (down in the AM, up in the PM), these volumes would represent a 20 to 25 percent in
crease over the existing peak-direction pedestrian volumes moving through these subway 
elements. 

The analyses of pedestrian conditions within the Lexington Avenue subway's 42nd Street sta
tion indicate that there would be several periods when the stairwells and platforms would de
teriorate either further within congested LOS E to F or newly enter these levels from the future 
No Action condition. For example, stairwell Pl4 would operate at LOS F throughout the 5- and 
15-minute AM analysis periods, whereas No Action conditions had this element operating 
within capacity limits. The same deterioration would occur for each platform's north end stair
wells (P22/23). In the PM period, similar deteriorations within unacceptable LOSs would occur. 
According to NYCT and CEQR Technical Manual assessment criteria, these conditions would 
be considered a significant impact or worsening. 

In platform zones that would experience the highest increases in pedestrian flows, LOS de
teriorations would, in general, worsen one level or just exceed a threshold into the next level. 
Platform zones facing stairwells Pl4 (southbound) and Pl7/19 (northbound) would be the most 
congested areas during 5- and 15-minute periods. 

Analyses of fare collection area and turnstiles, mezzanine stairs, and IRT platform zones indi
cate that significant pedestrian impacts are limited to circulation elements already experiencing 
congestion. Specifically, the three stairs (Pl2, Pl4, and PIS) leading to downtown subways di
rectly facing FCA 23 8 would be affected in the peak AM periods, as would two stairs (P9, P 11) 
serving the northbound platform in the PM peak periods (see Table 9C-30). Only one platform 
zone (P5, on the south platform in the PM peak 5 minutes) would be significantly affected. Zone 
2 in FCA 238 facing the up escalator would be significantly affected in various periods (see 
Table 9C-31). 

Lexington Avenue Subway Mitigation 

The addition ofLIRR commuters onto the Lexington Avenue subway line as a result of the Pre
ferred Alternative would significantly impact line-haul conditions on the Nos. 4 and 5 express 
lines southbound in the AM peak hour (the northbound condition in the PM peak hour was not 
analyzed, since it is not as critical as southbound in the AM, following the analysis procedure 
used in NYCT's MESA MIS/DEIS). 

With the express and local subway lines each operating at 24 trains per hour, this addition of 
LIRR commuters would result in increased line-haul capacity utilization rates from 1.12 on the 
express line under the No Action Alternative to 1.17 under the Prefen·ed Alternative, and from 
0.61 on the local line under the No Action Alternative to 0.64 under the Preferred Alternative, 
as shown in Table 9C-32. On average, each car of each express train would have 6 additional 
riders, while each car of each local train would have 3 additional riders. The increased capacity 
utilization on the express line would represent a significant impact of the Preferred Alternative, 
while the condition on the local line would not. For comparative purposes, the MESA Study also 
indicated that the IRT 86th Street station currently experiences utilization of 116 percent on the 
express line. 
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Table 9C-30 

Preferred Alternative Subway Stair Analyses: Significant Impact 
Locations, Lexington A venue Subway (IRT 4, 5, 6) 

Platforms at Grand Central Terminal 
2010 AM LOS 2010 PM LOS 

NYCT Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes 

Stairwell Pedestrian No Preferred ! No Preferred No Preferred No Preferred 
Number Element Action Alternative 1 Action Alternative Action , Alternative Action Alternative 

1 P12 D E* D D* A B A A 
-·-··-

r------2 P14 F F* E F* c D* c c 
3 P18 E E* D D* B B B B 

2020 AM LOS 2020 PM LOS 

NYCT Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes Peak 5 Minutes Peak 15 Minutes 

Stairwell Pedestrian No Preferred No Preferred No I Preferred No Preferred 
Number Element Action Alternative Action Alternative Action I Alternative Action Alternative 

r-----1 
I P12 E E* D D* B : B A 

2 P14 F 111 F* D D -- c 
~-----

r------3 __ P18 E 

r- :--
D* B B B 

r---- 9_ P17 B B <_::_ D* c -----
11 P13 B B c o· c 

Note: • Significant impact. 

Table 9C-31 

Preferred Alternative Pedestrian Time-Space Analyses 
Significant Impact Locations, IRT Fare Control Area 238 

at 42nd Street Station 
LOS 

FCA Time- !Preferred 
Analysis Period Space Zone No Action 1 Alternative 

~f"eak 5 Minutes within Peak PM 15-Minute Period 2 C/D ~_{§_*_____ 
2020 Peak AM 15-Minute Period 2 D/E E/F* -
2020 Peak PM 15-Minute Period 2 C/D D/E* 

Note: • Significant impact. 

Table 9C-32 

Lexington Avenue Subway Line-Haul Conditions at 42nd 
Street/Grand Central Station (Preferred Alternative 

Year 2010): Downtown (AM Peak) 

Total Guideline 
Trains/ Cars/ Capacity/Hour Passengers/ Utilization 

Subway Lines Hour Hour (passengers/hour) Hour Rate 

Nos. 4 and 5 Express Trains 24 240 26,400 30,980 1Jl_ 
No. 6 Local Train 24 240 26,400 17,026 0.64 
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Mitigation strategies aimed at NYCT facilities must be considered as a system from the point 
where people enter the first descending vertical circulation element from GCT to and through 
FCAs, to stairwells leading to platforms, to along the platform, and finally, onto trains. A critical 
link in this system-wide approach is NYCT's effort to decrease dwell times at this station to in
crease line-haul capacity. 

The first step in assessing mitigation in this portion of the station is to examine what pedestrian 
facilities are now fully open (previously, certain elements were closed due to reconstruction), 
and whether these elements are being used to their full potential. If not, increasing usage of un
derutilized areas needs addressing through signing inside GCT, strategic placement of control 
agents directing pedestrian flows, and installation of additional readily implementable pedes
trian elements, such as new turnstile banks. 

One key problem today is the intense use of the western stair/escalator bank and the low use of 
the "free" passage connecting NYCT FCAs 236 at the shuttle turnstile area entrance and 238 at 
the Lexington Avenue Nos. 4/5/6 western turnstile bank. The low use of the free passageway 
may be due to a number of factors, including perceived security issues because of "blind" cor
ners within it, unawareness of its availability on the part of pedestrians, its lack of proximity to 
the routes of many current NYCT customers, established habits of using other existing elements, 
and the fact that there has been construction in the immediate vicinity for some years. 

Potential mitigation and station reconstruction schemes have been discussed with NYCT. In ad
dition to increasing the use of the free passageway, a number of changes can be made at FCA 
238 that could serve to facilitate movements into the subway paid areas more easily than de
scending through the overcrowded western stair/escalator bank (see Figure 9C-9), including the 
following measures: 

• A new turnstile bank just west ofFCA 238 would "siphon off' people in the free passage
way directly into the IRT's mezzanine area, and relieve use of the western stair/escalator 
bank. This measure would require a relocation or elimination of an existing news stand. 

• A new south-end stairwell (PlO) would continue that siphoning--off action from the new 
turnstiles, and reduce use of the overcrowded stairwell Pl4, which directly faces the fare 
control area and draws large pedestrian volumes. This stairwell may require elimination of 
the southbound platform's south-end control booth. 

• A widening of the corridor mouth into space currently occupied within the Pershing 
Building's basement where the "paid" shuttle corridor leads into the IRT's mezzanine to al
low construction of new stair Pl 0. 

• The restoration of stairwell P 16, to better distribute pedestrian volumes. 

• An enlargement ofFCA 238's "turnstile line" farther east into the IRT's mezzanine would 
provide additional circulation space in this control area, and help relieve congestion at the 
escalator's base. The existing large token booth can be repositioned and reduced in size 
(since automatic fare machines are now in-place) to the north wall to keep it out of the main 
stream of pedestrian traffic. Currently, there are about 1,200 "usable" or effective square 
feet available in this area, discounting for column and refuse can footprints, token booth 
queue area, and unused comer "dead" space. The enlargement ofthis area can increase the 
usable space to about 2,000 square feet. 
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The combination of these potential measures is intended to accomplish a more balanced use of 
existing mezzanine stairs leading to the IRT's platforms and a distribution of pedestrian flows 
into the subway's paid zones. Measures would continue to be investigated through the FEIS to 
determine their feasibility and effectiveness. In addition, NYCT has already begun property 
acquisition from the Grand Hyatt Hotel for additional mezzanme space once occupied by 
Modell's Sporting Goods store. Currently, a low percentage of people entering this subway sta
tion proceed from the mezzanine's east end to its west end and vice versa. Opening this enclosed 
mezzanine space would widen the view corridor of entering pedestrians, and likely result in 
more even stairwell usage. 

The above series of station improvements would fully mitigate some significant impacts and 
partially mitigate others: 1) Impacts at the western bank of escalators/stairwells would be par
tially mitigated by the diversion of pedestrians to the free passageway and the new stairwell at 
the south end of the subway platform. Full mitigation would require new, higher capacity escala
tors or an additional stairwell, which may not be feasible. 2) Impacts at the turnstiles, fare con
trol areas, and on the stairwells leading from the subway mezzanine level to the subway plat
forms would be fully mitigated. 3) An impact on the northbound subway platform within the PM 
5-minute peak period would be fully mitigated by the better distribution of pedestrians afforded 
by the overall plan; conditions during the short-term peak surges that occur as trains load/unload 
would also be improved. Details of the analyses follow later in this section of the EIS. 

At the platform level as well as in fare control and mezzanine circulation areas, other basic im
provement measures are possible, including elimination or shifting of moveable objects on the 
platform, including refuse containers and map displays that are directly in the path of people or 
occupy too much room on the platform. Refuse containers can be placed against the wall space 
under stairwells on the platform, while benches can be moved or replaced by the thinner type 
whose spring-loaded seats rest in the up position when not being used. Should refuse cans re
main on the platforms, then a different (rectangular) design, such as those used in MNR stations 
could be used that fits into comers better than currently used round types, thereby reducing sur
rounding wasted space. At the mezzanine level, station support columns enclosed in wraparound 
cladding that reduces circulation space and obscures sight lines could have the wraparound clad
ding removed. In addition, NYCT control agents could be positioned at the tops of stairs to con
trol and direct pedestrian movements on the stairs themselves, and at subway car door mouths 
on the platform. 

It is also important to note some congestion at the IRT mezzanine level can be traced to the clo
sure of some passageways at that level and/or due to the dark and, therefore, underutilized pas
sageways. Some pedestrians are probably selecting to use GCT as a link in their path as a substi
tute. In fact, there are many subsurface passageways that connect to the mezzanine level and 
completely avoid the main GCT confines. Some are open today, such as the corridors that lead 
to the Chrysler Building on Lexington A venue and farther east to Third A venue directly into the 
Kent building. A number of these passages, however, are closed, such as one angling off the 
Chrysler passageway leading into the Graybar building from FCA 240. Still others, such as two 
leading to Park Avenue just south of 42nd Street, are open, but involve passing along secluded, 
dimly lit comers. Opening the passageways that are closed and refurbishing others to provide a 
more attractive appearance could provide some measure of relief to the IRT mezzanine-level 
congestion. 

The mitigation analyses of the Lexington A venue subway pedestrian elements used the above
mentioned physical changes as the basis of redistributing pedestrian flows into the station. The 
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analyses assumed that a reconfigured FCA 238 and new turnstiles slightly west to siphon off 
free passageway walkers would attract 75 percent of new LIRR-to-subway commuters, with the 
remaining 25 percent split between the western stair/escalator bank (22 percent) and eastern 
stair bank (3 percent) proportionally as they are currently used. The free passageway is not 
currently heavily used, because it is not near the routes of most current NYCT passengers at 
GCT. In contrast, it would be proximate and convenient to LIRR commuters transferring to the 
subway and therefore would be heavily used by these passengers. Measures to accomplish this 
include way-finding signage, siphoning, and customer campaigns to encourage use of this newly 
renovated passage. Table 9C-33 lists results of the stairwell analyses of the eastern and western 
vertical circulation elements. 

With these new elements, the manner in which the mezzanine would be used would change for 
both existing MNR users and in the manner in which LIRR commuters were projected to flow 
through the station. A new stairwell (PlO) placed on the southbound platform's southernmost 
end was assumed to attract 80 percent of the pedestrian flow from the paid shuttle passageway, 
with the remaining 20 percent using the next stairwell (Pl2) just north. This redistribution away 
from a heavy use ofP12 would present commuters entering the new turnstile bank with a direct 
(and fairly under used by other subway flows) path to P12; thus, 75 percent of these new tum
stile movements were assigned to it. Further, with a shift of pedestrian flows away from the core 
ofFCA 238 and with a restored P16, stairwell P14 would process less pedestrian flows and be 
less congested. 

Resulting levels of service on stairwells would be returned to year 2010 and 2020 future No 
Action levels, albeit still within unacceptable levels E and F. For most stairwells serving the 
southbound platform, which would operate at LOS D or worse in all study periods, the new re
distribution would limit extreme congestion to the 5-minute period, and allow lower congestion 
levels below capacity limits to prevail in the peak 15-minute period. 

All platform zones would operate within LOSs calculated for the No Action conditions in 2010 
in the 5- and 15-minute analysis periods, although again, some of these conditions would still be 
characterized as unacceptable. In 2020, Zone 5 for the southbound platform would remain as an 
unmitigated significant impact in the PM peak 5 minutes. Also, FCA 238 would be fully miti
gated with an enlarged and reconfigured turnstile area (see Figure 9C-9). 

One strategy to mitigate line-haul capacity impacts would be to add trains during the peak hour. 
Currently, dwell times at the 42nd Street station are long, resulting from high volumes of riders 
getting on and off Lexington Avenue line trains. A variety of initiatives, noted above, are de
signed to reduce dwell times to allow additional trains through the station. Operation of several 
additional trains in the peak hour is physically possible, and it is NYCT's policy to bring this 
about. To complement these measures, it is possible to modify stairwell configurations, add 
stairwells, and modify the design of the mezzanine level (described above) to better distribute 
passengers on the subway platform. This mitigation plan would at least partially mitigate line
haul impacts by spreading some of the platform crowding and reducing dwell times. 

It is important to note that, separately from the East Side Access Project, MT A is dedicated 
to developing a Second Avenue subway to extend the entire length of Manhattan's East 
Side, bringing critical relief to the Lexington Avenue subway. The alignment would extend 
generally along Second Avenue from 125th Street in East Harlem to the Financial District 
in Lower Manhattan. The goal of the Second Avenue subway is to improve mobility and 
reduce crowding on the East Side of Manhattan, including the reduction of peak hour 
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Table 9C-33 
MITIGATED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AM AND PM PEAK PERIOD LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS OF 

PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION ELEMENTS WITHIN GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

Pedestrian Element Peak 5 Minutes within Peak AM 15 - Minute Period Peak AM 15- Minute Period 
--- ---- -----

Location Section 2010 LOS 2020 LOS Mitigation Measure 2010 LOS 2020 LOS Mitigation Measure 

5. Eastern IRT Subway Stairs Stairs D D 
Reassigned pedestrian flows 1nto "free" c c Reassigned pedestrian flows into "free" 

shuttle passageway. shuttle passageway. 

-- - -- --- - ----- ----- ------ --- ---- ----

6. Western IRT Subway Stairs I Escalators Stairs F" F" Reassigned pedestrian flows into "free" E" E" Reassigned pedestrian flows into "free" 
shuttle passageway. shuttle passageway. 

I 
-- ----- ---- ---- -- -- ·----

--- -'Although significant impact noted. a more- -
-- -~-

-- --Although significant impact noted, a more 
12. West Stairs I Escalators North Stairs from LC D E balanced flow and acceptable D D balanced flow and acceptable 

South Sta1rs from LC A A LOS between north and south stairs w1ll A A LOS between north and south stairs will 
likely result. likely result. 

Up Escalators over capacity over capac1ty Direct both escalators up 1n AM (reassign over capacity over capacity Direct both escalators up in AM (reassign 
down flow to nearest sta1r). down flow to nearest stair). 

-- --- ---- -- -- --- ----- i--- --- ------ +-- -- - t ------- ---- ---

13. 43rd St. Stairs in Biltmore Room Stairs NA D Direct both escalators up in AM (reassign NA - -
I 

down flow to nearest stair). 

Pedestrian Element Peak 5 Minutes within Peak PM 15- Minute Period Peak PM 15- Minute Period 
----- --- --- ---- -- - -- --- -- --- - ----- - ---- ----- ----- --

Location Section 2010 LOS 2020 LOS Mitigation Measure 2010 LOS 2020 LOS Mitigation Measure 

5. Eastern IRT Subway Stairs Stairs c D Reassigned pedestrian flows into "free" c i c Reassigned pedestrian flows into "free" 
shuttle passageway. shuttle passageway. 

i 
--- -- - --- I ---- -------- ------- -- ------- ----- ---- -- -

6. Western IRT Subway Stairs I Escalators Stairs F" F" Reassigned pedestrian flows into "free" E" E" Reassigned pedestrian flows into "free" 
shuttle passageway. 

I 
shuttle passageway. 

----- - -- --- --- --- 1- Although significant impact noted,-a more 
----- L -----

- i -Although sign1f1Cant impact noted, a more-
12. West Stairs I Escalators North Statrs from LC D D balanced flow and acceptable D D balanced flow and acceptable 

South Stairs from LC A A LOS between north and south stairs will A A LOS between north and south stairs will 
likely result likely result. 

Down Escalators under capacity over capac1ty Direct both escalators down 1n PM under capacity under capacity Direct both escalators down m PM 
(reassign up fiow to nearest stair). (reassign up flow to nearest stair). 

"NOT FULLY MITIGATED SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

demand on the Lexington Avenue express subway lines, reducing delays in passenger 
loading and unloading at major stations, including 42nd Street, and thus increasing train 
capacity by allowing better train throughput. A total of$ 7.05 billion has been allocated 
in the MT A's 2000-2004 Capital Program for a full-length Second Avenue subway project. 

MTA NYCT is currently conducting the Manhattan East Side Alternatives (MESA) Study, 
which is the planning effort for the northern element of the full build subway. The MESA 
Study has identified several alternatives, including construction of the northern portion of 
the Second Avenue subway from 125th Street to 63rd Street, continuing via the unused 
Broadway line express tracks to West Midtown and Lower Manhattan. The MESA Study 
is an important and necessary step in the planning for the Second Avenue subway project. 

The impact of the Second Avenue subway in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative 
would be to alleviate conditions on the Lexington A venue line, particularly at the Grand 
Central subway station. In particular, the Second Avenue subway would divert riders from 
the Lexington Avenue line, bringing operations to below capacity on the Lexington Ave
nue line. With this improvement, the new subway riders generated by the Preferred Alter
native would no longer exacerbate existing crowding in the subway system. Therefore, the 
Preferred Alternative would no longer result in significant adverse impacts on station 
elements and line-haul crowding in the subway. Nonetheless, construction of the Second 
Avenue subway, which is itself a multibillion dollar undertaking, must be considered as 
a separate and distinct project serving independent goals and objectives, rather than as 
related to East Side Access. 

Other Subway Lines 

Although the Preferred Alternative would create significant impacts on the Lexington Avenue 
subway line, it would also produce benefits on other subway lines through the diversion of 
riders from those lines to the Lexington Avenue line. For example, ridership projections devel
oped for the project indicate that ridership on the south- and northbound 1/2/3/9 Seventh Ave
nue lines through its 34th Street station would decrease by about 700 riders and 85 riders, re
spectively, in the AM peak hour. Since many of these Seventh Avenue subway riders subse
quently transfer to the 42nd Street shuttle, there would also be a decrease in load levels on that 
crosstown line. This is because many LIRR commuters who presently arrive at Penn Station 
who transfer to the 112/3/9 Seventh A venue lines and then to the shuttle, would be able to take 
direct LIRR service into GCT. Ridership on the south- and northbound B/D/F/Q Sixth Avenue 
lines would decrease by about 120 and 500 riders, respectively. Ridership on the southbound 
N/R Broadway lines would decrease by about 215 riders. 

The Preferred Alternative would substantially reduce demands on the AJCIE subway lines, espe
cially in the northbound (uptown) direction in the AM peak. With the Preferred Alternative, 
LIRR commuters would no longer choose to use the E train to travel from Penn Station to East 
Midtown, or the A and C express trains to transfer to those E trains. In year 20 I 0, there would 
be a reduction of about 6,000 riders on these lines (combined) in the AM peak hour, and about 
13,600 fewer riders in the four-hour AM peak period. Southbound A/C/E ridership would de
crease by about 200 in the AM peak hour and 500 in the four-hour peak period. Similar, or 
slightly higher, benefits would occur in 2020. Queuing at stairwells, corridors, token booths, 
turnstiles, and platforms would all be reduced significantly as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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There would also be benefits to the westbound IRT No.7 Flushing line in Queens, since more 
than half ofLIRR commuters who presently transfer at the LIRR's Hunterspoint Avenue termi
nal station and take the Flushing line to East Side destinations would be able to take LIRR trains 
directly into GCT. Ridership projections indicate that there would be about 1,200 fewer riders 
on the westbound No. 7 train in the AM peak hour. There would also be ridership reduction 
benefits at the LIRR's Flatbush Avenue terminal station in Brooklyn, which connects with the 
Lexington A venue 4/5/6 lines and currently brings LIRR riders to Lower Manhattan. About 650 
riders are projected to divert from the Flatbush Avenue station (and its connecting northbound 
4 and 5 lines) to GCT. 

Pedestrian Conditions at Street Level 

The analysis of pedestrian impacts included identifying likely pedestrian paths into and out of 
GCT and along neighboring streets, analyzing future LOSs, includmg GCN circulation improve
ments, and identifying mitigation needed to relieve significant impacts. 

The assignment of new pedestrian trips concentrated on the sidewalks surrounding GCT and to 
points through and out of the main traffic study area (40th through 48th Streets, Third through 
Fifth Avenues), outside of which these walking platoons would be less concentrated and their 
effects less discemable. In general, pedestrians tend to utilize the GCT interior passageways be
fore moving outside; this is consistent in the manner in which pedestrians were assigned from 
LIRR trains. 

In the AM peak hour, LIRR-generated pedestrian flows would increase by as much as 900 to, at 
one particular comer, 2, 600 per hour at the 48th Street/Park A venue comer where the GCN ele
ment at the W estvaco building would draw a significant proportion of new LIRR commuters. 
Pedestrians crossing the 45th Street midblock to use the Helmsley Walk arcades between 
Vanderbilt and Lexington Avenues would increase by about 2,440, about a 30 percent increase. 
Across Vanderbilt Avenue at 42nd Street (GCT's southwest comer), almost 550 more pedes
trians would be added (a 12 percent increase). The crosswalks at GCT's southeast comer at 
42nd and Lexington would increase by an additional770 to 380 pedestrians. Madison Avenue's 
east side crosswalks at 44th and 45th Streets would be used by an additional 760 to 980 north/ 
south pedestrians, a near doubling of future flows. Between 48th and 49th Streets, incremental 
pedestrian flows on the east sidewalks would range between 2,300 and 3,300 pedestrians, one 
of the highest single loaded locations, since it is very near the LJRR's new 48th Street under
ground cross passage and since many pedestrians would be destined to areas northwest of GCT. 

During the PM peak hours, while the LIRR-generated pedestrian flows would be about 15 per
cent lower than the comparable AM peak periods, there would tend to be more pedestrian im
pacts, since there appears to be a significant portion of sidewalk space already lost to bus pas
senger queues and store refuse placed outside. Incremental LIRR pedestrian flows during the 
midday hour are typically about 25 percent of the combined peak AM and PM flows. Assigned 
flows are generally between 100 and 400 pedestrians per location, with a high of 770 to 7,420 
using the east side of Madison Avenue between 48th and 49th Streets near a new LIRR GCN 
element there. 

The impact assessment does not account for two unique phenomena that occur in Midtown as 
pedestrians attempt to shorten their travel time. The first is called "checkerboarding." Platoons 
of pedestrians tend to continue their walk by using the crosswalk that has the green signal rather 
than wait at street comers. The second pattern occurs when side streets are given green signal 
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time, but do not have a heavy vehicle flow along them. During such cases, pedestrians take ad
vantage of such gaps and cross diagonally across the avenue and never reach the approaching 
comer. This frequently takes place along Madison A venue during the AM peak hours when 
northbound traffic flows out of Midtown are low, and there are often times when unused signal 
time prevails. The effect of these phenomena is that the LOS computed by the HCM and CEQR 
analysis methodologies may actually be somewhat worse than what actually occurs. Actual field 
reconnaissances showed that much of the predicted queuing does not occur at all. 

The findings of the on-street pedestrian LOS analyses indicate that pedestrian conditions would 
continue to deteriorate from those under the No Action Alternative (see Tables 9C-34 through 
9C-36). There would appear to be a mix of slight congestion (LOS D) to extreme bunching or 
even stoppages (LOS F) in the year 2010. This is not surprising, since some paths into and out 
ofGCT are more "popular" than others. Some specific examples follow. 

Table 9C-34 

2010 Preferred Alternative Corner Reservoir 
Pedestrian Levels of Service: GCT Study Area 

Location Corner AM Midday PM 

Lexington Avenue at 42nd Street Northwest E* c D 

Lexington Av~nue at 45th Street Southwest D E ~ 
Madison Avenue at 43rd Street ~-Northeast D c c 

Southeast D -e-r-e-
Madison Avenue at 44th Street Northeast c c c 

Southeast D D D 

Madison Avenue at 45th Street Northeast E* D E* 

Southeast c c D 

Madison Avenue at 46th Street Northeast B B c 
Southeast D c ~ 

Madison Avenue at 47th Street Northeast g ___ B ~---··----
Southeast c D D 

Madison Avenue at 48th Street Northeast D c D 

Southeast B B --f----1?_ 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 42nd Street Northeast c B c 
Vanderbilt Avenue at 44th Street Northwest B B B 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 45th Street Northwest c D f---[)_-
Southwest B c c 
Southeast B c c 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 46th Street Northeast B c r----1:1-
Southeast B c _IL_ 
Northwest B B B 

Southwest B c -~-
Vanderbilt Avenue at 47th Street Southwest B B B 

Park Avenue at 48th Street Northeast c B c 
Southwest B B B 

Note: • Significant impact 
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Table 9C-35 
2010 Preferred Alternative Crosswalk Pedestrian 

Levels of Service: GCT Study Area 
Location Crosswalk AM Midday PM 

Lexington Avenue at 42nd Street North E ______ 12_ __ __E__ 

----------------+--~W~e~s~t--+ __ E~·--- D E* 
Lexi11gton Avenue at 43rd Street 

Lexington Avenue at 45th Street 

North E__ N/A N/A 

South c __ D C 

-----------------+-___.w_.~e~st __ -+--=D ___ --~D--+_-~D~-1 
Madison Avenue at 43rd Street North D __ --=B--+ __ __,D~-1 

East _ E:_ ____ _::Ec_* -+---_.E,_*_-1 

South D C D 

Madison Avenue at 44th Street North C B c 
East D E* ~_'__ 

t------------- -----+--=S=ou=t~h--+_~D~ __ 1 __ __Q___ ___ c __ 
Madison Avenue at 45th Street North E C D 

East D D E* 
t---=~-+-------- ----=------t---~--1 

t----------------t-----'S~o,_,u'-"th-'---t---g____ C D 
Madison Avenue at 46th Street North B 1 B B 

East E 1-E~--- --~ 

South D 1 C I C 
North D ~--B-j-~ 
East D i E* 1 E* 

South C J C ! C 
I-M-a-d-is_o_n_A_v_e-nu_e_a_t-4St_h_S--t·r·e--e-t ---+----=N"-'o=rth'-'--+-----'E:::_*_ I iC:J D 

Madison Avenue at 47th Street 

r--------------------+t- SE=oa,_,.u~:o.~--+--c~=-E*_--+=#E* I CCEE* -

Vanderbilt Avenue at 42nd Street r--N-"o"'-rt-"-h'---t------"'---+-
East 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 44th Street North D C _c::__ 
West C C c_:_ 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 45th Street North D E D 

East D D D 

South D E E 

West C C C 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 46th Street ~ N.-"o"'-rto:.:h,__-+ _ _-B-___--l ___ __.,C-__ ___ _!l_ 

~~-=Ea~s-_,t_~_~c~--+--~D~-- --~ 
South B D B 

West C C C 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 47th Street South C C C 
---'=~~-t------''--·-

West C C , C 

Park Avenue at 48th Street e----'N~o~rt=h,__---I _ ____,B ______ .cB=----t--~B--1 

East D __ ---=C--+t --~D~-1 
South B B B 

t---------------t--W~e=st'---t------'D'----+-=-D---+---'D~-1 
Park Avenue at 42nd Street t----'=E-""as::.:t_-+--'D=-----+---=C--+--'C~-1 

West C C D 

Note: * Significant impact 
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Table 9C-36 

2010 Preferred Alternative Mid-Block Pedestrian 
Levels of Service: GCT Study Area 

Street 
Platoon LOS 

I--
Location Side AM Midday PM 

Lexinqton Avenue between 43rd and 44th Streets West E +-__ Q __ 1- E':_ 
Madison Avenue between 43rd and 44th Streets East I c c c 
Madison Avenue between 44th and 45th Streets East c c D 

Madison Avenue between 45th and 46th Streets East D c D 

Madison Avenue between 46th and 47th Streets East c f-___J; __ 1--~ 
Madison Avenue between 47th and 48th Streets East D D D 

Vanderbilt Avenue between 45th and 46th Streets East B I B c 
West B B B 

Vanderbilt Avenue between 46th and 47th Streets East B B B 

West B B B 

43rd Street between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues North E* c -~ 
LSou_!_l!_ ~· c c 

45th Street between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues North c e-__ C ____ I-·~-
South D D E* -

46th Street between Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues North B f-. B B 

South B f-_ _1? __ B --
47th Street between Park and Lexington Avenues 

··--f-South B B B 

47th Street between Vanderbilt and Park Avenues North B B _IL_ 

1---~----·-
South B B B 

47th Street between Vanderbilt and Madison Avenues North B B B 

I South I B ___ _!l ___ 1--~-
48th Street between Park and Lexinqton Avenues 

I 
North I B B B 

48th Street between Madison and Park Avenues South I c B c 
Note: * Significant impact. 

During the AM peak period, two of the comers of the GCT "superblock" would deteriorate to 
near- or over-capacity conditions. At the Lexington Avenue comers at 42nd and 45th Streets, 
LOS E conditions would prevail in the reservoir areas. In the AM and PM peak periods, signifi
cant pedestrian impacts would occur at Madison Avenue's 43rd to 48th Street crosswalks and 
at the 42nd Street crosswalks at Lexington and Vanderbilt Avenues in the respective AM and 
midday periods. 

Two specific midblock locations directly outside GCT exits, between Madison and Vanderbilt 
Avenues on 43rd Street (north side) and 45th Street (south side), would be significantly 
impacted during the respective AM and PM peak periods. While there would be no other signifi
cant pedestrian impacts in the area, there would be a significant increase in the number of peo
ple walking through this area that create LOSs at near-threshold congested conditions. Also, 
since some crosswalks would be significantly affected, there could be some ripple effects along 
the sidewalk areas just upstream. In fact, this is evidenced today as people cross midblock and 
sometimes dodge traffic to avoid the crowded crosswalks. The types of measures that would 
clear more sidewalk space and avail pedestrians of more walking capacity are discussed below. 

One practical mitigation strategy that could be employed to the sidewalk areas around GCT is 
clearing or limiting street furniture and other impediments that block the paths of pedestrians. 
Some would require permanent relocation, others would need to be eliminated completely, 
while still other clearances would need regular enforcement to prevent recurrence. Since many 
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of these are considered pedestrian amenities, there is some trade-off between amenities and ad
ditional pedestrian flow capacity. The mitigation strategies would be implemented by the 
New York City Department of Transportation, if it determines the measures are warranted. 

During different time periods, the area's already narrow sidewalks are cramped considerably by 
a variety of conditions. In the AM, refuse bags left at comers near their containers await pickups 
by New York City Department of Sanitation or private carters, create restrictions in reservoir 
spaces, and can narrow crosswalks themselves, since pedestrians walk paths have been altered 
at their crossing origin. One measure to clear sidewalk space is a quick removal of these obstruc
tions, perhaps on a half-hourly basis, by a roving collector during weekday peak periods. Side
walk vendors could be removed through active enforcement by police personnel. Newspaper 
kiosks and flower boxes could be eliminated or shifted to other, less-obtrusive, areas. 

During the PM peak periods when many pedestrians are homebound, sidewalks are made even 
narrower by long queues of people awaiting private express and local buses along nearly each 
block along Madison Avenue in Midtown. Just about each block along Madison Avenue has 
four or more bus stops along it. There are two blocks, however, that have only one or no bus 
stops, those being the 43rd through 44th and 50th through 51st blockfaces which are free of any 
bus stop paraphernalia, such as sign posts and shelters that constrict walk space. At these loca
tions, there is considerably more maneuverability afforded to pedestrians in their travels. It may 
be possible that the five blocks between 43rd and 48th Streets have to be cleared entirely of any 
bus stops, since this is the area adjacent to GCT and its new access locations. In doing so, the 
clear conditions at the bus stop-free blocks can be replicated in this area. However, since this 
may create additional sidewalk crowding at nearby blocks for people boarding their buses there, 
and impact those riders, this is not necessarily recommended, but the concept could be studied 
further. 

Another sidewalk interference noted during the late afternoon hours occurs when store mer
chants place their rubbish either at the curb or next to their front door to await private-carter 
pickup. The Grand Central Partnership (GCP) can enforce storage restrictions to, say, after 6 
PM when the commuter pedestrian flows have abated, and the need for maximum sidewalk 
space has lessened. 

Other scattered fixed objects force pedestrians to weave in and out to avoid contact which, in 
tum, reduces sidewalk capacities. Some objects can be modified (in accordance with the re
quirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act) and many should be moved or eliminated, 
since their presence is not essential, as examples that follow show. Refuse containers' shape, 
size, and position can be changed to a rectangular form with smaller dimensions and positioned 
directly along the curb (an area that is usually not utilized by walkers), instead of jutting out in 
the middle of pedestrian sidewalk space. GCP newspaper kiosks are one example of a better 
shaped form; however, these, too, are located about 2 feet in from the curb, which has actually 
created a small "dead zone" on the sidewalk that, with a slight shift of the kiosk closer to the 
curb, can be reclaimed as usable sidewalk space. Private bus companies have placed large con
crete blocks haphazardly along curbs to hold their sign posts. The GCP has placed many 
various-sized planters either along the curb or against buildings that can be relocated. The east 
side of Madison Avenue between 43rd and 44th Streets has two modest-sized trees contained in 
ground-level fenced planters that could be transplanted elsewhere. Should the project require 
removal of any street trees (or should the New York City Department of Transportation or 
other entities determine it appropriate), those trees would be replaced pursuant to the 
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New York City Department of Parks and Recreation's (OPR) Basal Area Replacement For
mula, in consultation with DPR. 

For narrower 15-foot crosswalks that would operate over capacity, widening their widths to 20 
feet would provide for additional pedestrian capacity; such widening5. should not significantly 
decrease the amount of street space available for vehicles queuing. Also, any street furniture on 
the receiving sidewalk must be relocated to maximize the crosswalk widening's benefit. 

Using these improvement measures at sidewalks and crosswalks indicate that most of the signifi
cant pedestrian impacts can be eliminated or reduced. For example, along 43rd Street between 
Madison and Vanderbilt Avenues, a cleared sidewalk would operate at a LOS D, with platoon 
spacings slightly better than indicated in No Action conditions. At GCT's southeast comer at the 
Lexington Avenue/42nd Street intersection, widened crosswalks with cleared comers would re
sult in LOSs in the DIE range in the crosswalk, or the same conditions as in the 2010 No Action 
condition. At this same comer, cleared of street furniture and enlarged to match the widened 
crosswalk width, LOS Din the peak AM and PM periods would prevail to match No Action 
conditions. The northeast comer of Madison Avenue and 45th Street would operate at LOS C 
to Din the AM and PM peak periods with a cleared comer reservoir (see Tables 9C-37 and 
9C-38). 

Table 9C-37 

Mitigated Preferred Alternative Corner 
Reservoir Pedestrian Levels of Service 

(Year 2010): GCT Study Area 

Location Corner AM I Midday I PM 

Lexington Avenue at 42nd Street Northwest D I c I c 
Madison Avenue at 45th Street Northeast D I c I D 

Table 9C-38 

Mitigated Preferred Alternative Crosswalk 
Pedestrian Levels of Service (Year 2010): 

GCT Study Area 

Location Crosswalk AM Midday PM 

Lexington Avenue at 42nd Street West/North E D E 

Madison Avenue at 43rd Street East E E D 

Madison Avenue at 44th Street East D E D 

Madison Avenue at 45th Street East D D D 

Madison Avenue at 46th Street East D D E 

Madison Avenue at 47th Street North D D --f-_g __ 
Madison Avenue at 48th Street North/East E/D C/E D/E 

Vanderbilt Avenue at 42nd Street North E E E 

For year 2020 conditions, eight representative pedestrian locations were analyzed under the Pre
ferred Alternative (Option 1) and compared to year 2020 No Action conditions. New significant 
pedestrian impacts were identified at two of the eight locations in the AM peak hour (at Vander
bilt Avenue/42nd Street and at Madison Avenue/45th Street), and at none of the eight analysis 
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locations in the midday and PM peak hours. Mitigation would consist of crosswalk widenings, 
similar to the measures identified for year 2010 impacts. 

Buses 

The Preferred Alternative would likely result in reduced ridership demand on bus routes that 
currently provide connecting service between Penn Station and East Midtown near GCT, such 
as the M4 and Q32, and increase bus ridership on routes that currently go past GCT into other 
areas of Manhattan that some commuters would consider slightly unwalkable but not warranting 
a trip on the subway. The ridership model identified the Manhattan zones to which LIRR riders 
coming into GCT would be destined. These new LIRR-to-bus riders were then "matched" to 
logical bus routes that would bring them to their destinations. 

In determining the possible number of new buses required to meet this LIRR-to-bus demand, in
cremental peak hourly rider volumes were added to No Action levels, and then compared to 
NYCT Load Guidelines for each affected bus route. If the incremental ridership demand in
creased the No Action demand above these load guidelines, then the need for additional bus runs 
was identified by a NYCT Service Capacity Rating (i.e., volume-to-capacity ratio) of greater 
than 100 percent. The number of additional bus runs was determined by adding incremental ser
vice to lower the capacity rating to 100 percent or less. If the cumulative ridership demand re
mained less than the capacity threshold, no additional bus service would be needed. NYCT 
changes the service capacities over the course of the day depending on ridership demands. Thus, 
if the Preferred Alternative adds new riders to existing routes, it is possible that higher service 
ratings could be tolerated, thereby lowering the number of additional buses needed, and the 
figures presented in this section are conservative. 

The bus routes subject to the highest ridership demand increases would be those that travel di
rectly past GCT. The MlOl/102/103 bus routes would need up to four additional bus trips in the 
AM peak hour along its southbound Lexington A venue portion and up to two additional bus 
trips in the PM peak hour along northbound Third Avenue. The M42 would require an extra one 
(PM) to three (AM) bus trips along 42nd Street. The buses traveling along Fifth Avenue 
(Ml/2/3/4) would need up to two additional bus trips (see Table 9C-39). 

While no analyses or rider surveys were conducted for the M4 and Q32 buses commencing their 
trips at Penn Station, it is reasonable to consider that existing load levels on these routes would 
decrease in the route segment leading up to GCT. It would also appear unlikely that bus service 
on either of these routes would be reduced due to lower ridership at the extreme southern end of 
the route at Penn Station, especially considering that there would be some new LIRR-to-bus 
riders using these same routes north ofGCT. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (OPTION 2) 

As noted in Chapter 2, (//Project Alternatives"), Option 2 has been selected as the pre
ferred engineering option for the East Side Access Project. Under Option 2, the LIRR 
platform/track level would be constructed on a new level beneath the existing lower level of 
CCT. At the existing lower platform level, a new concourse would be created as a waiting 
and retail area for LIRR passengers before they descend to the platforms below. The two 
design concepts being considered for Option 2 vary in the layout of the tracks and 
platforms under Option 2: one concept would have eight tracks served by four platforms 
on one new lower level, approximately 90 feet below the new concourse and existing 
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Route 

AM Peak Hour 

M1 

M2 
M3 

M42 

M98 
M101/102/103 

M104 

M4 
032 
PM Peak Hour 

M1 
I 

M2 
M3 

~-
M98 
M101/102/103 
M104 

M4 

032 

No. of 
Buses 

12 

9 
7 

36 
8 

24 

19 

16 
8 

15 

10 

8 

Table 9C-39 

2010 Preferred Alternative Bus Ridership Levels: 
GCT Area 

Service Additional 
No Action No Action New Total Load Capacity Buses 

Total Riders Riders/Bus Riders Riders Guideline Rating Needed 

610 51 5-6 56-57160 95(}{, 0 

535 59--__ 2-6 61-65 55 TTB'Yo 2 

410 t=- :: . 1;6 
61-65 54 120(Yr, 2 

2,495 70 65 TOB'Y,, 3 

475 59 I o 59 55 107% 1 

1,440 60 7-9 67-69 60 115% 4 

910 48 3 51 60 85% 0 

910 i 57 2-6 59-63 60 105% 1 

400 _L__ 50 3 53 55 96% 0 

r--__l_!!Q__ 53 2-5 55-58 60 97(Yr, 0 

610 +--~J 2-5 63-66 58 114% 2 

455 57 2-5 59-62 55 ll3% 2 

15 j_ __ 9QQ__ _ _ __§_()_~' 2-3 -- _§2-6}_ ~---~--+-105% 1 

6 I 34o 57 I o 57 5o I TT4% 1 

23 I 1,320 I 57 l 6-8 63-65 60 I 108% 2 

I I 
----·---

20 1,020 51 i 5 56 60 93(Yr, 0 

14 795 57 2-5 59-62 60 i 103% 1 

8 I 455 57 I 2 59 55 107% 1 

lower level at CCT, while the other concept would have eight tracks served by four 
platforms on two new levels, approximately 90 feet and 110 feet below the concourse 
level. To access the new concourse from the platforms, LIRR customers would use one of 
several escalator banks. Each bank would have four escalators, three of which would 
operate in the peak direction of travel. From the platforms, the escalators would connect 
to a series of east-west cross passages that would allow passengers to switch platforms below 
if needed. From these mezzanine-level cross passages, escalators would rise to the 
concourse. These four main levels (i.e., platform, mezzanine, concourse, street) would be con
nected by a number of vertical circulation elements, including high-efficiency escalators be
tween the cross passages and mezzanine. 

At the street level, with one exception, all street accesses detailed in the discussions of Option 
1 earlier in this would be the same, with some minor shifting of positions along the same block
face. The single exception would be the street entrance into 200 Park Avenue at the southeast 
comer of 45th Street and Vanderbilt A venue under Option 1, which would be eliminated under 
Option 2. In its place, another new street entrance would be constructed nearby along 44th Street 
between Vanderbilt and Madison A venues to maintain the same total number of street access 
points, thus maintaining the same LIRR passenger assignments to Manhattan work destinations 
as in Option 1. In tum, traffic, taxi, bus, and street pedestrian impacts would be nearly the same 
as detailed in Option 1 since the same number of pedestrians would be assigned to the same 
street locations. 
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Both options would make use of the 47th Street cross passage, with one major difference. In 
Option 2, LIRR riders would use the same street accesses as described in Option 1. However, to 
access the concourse level, which would be below the 47th Street cross passage, LIRR riders 
would use a stair bank positioned near the existing west spine (i.e., the Northwest Passage) stair
well. While LIRR riders would have to use the existing cross passage, they would not queue and 
wait in it but rather walk through it as another link in their path to the concourse below and the 
street above. In Option 1, which would have no LIRR concourse :level, LIRR platforms would 
be constructed just below the 47th Street cross passage, with their passengers being required to 
both walk along the cross passage and at times wait within it. Option 1 would also have a sepa
rate LIRR waiting space constructed just north of the 47th Street cross passage's west end; this 
separate waiting space would not be constructed nor needed in Option 2. LIRR patrons would 
also be able to access this waiting area via the LIRR 48th Street cross passage since this new 
waiting space would run the length of the block between 47th and 48th Streets. 

For Option 2, LIRR passengers would still access the 47th Street cross passage and use a new 
vertical circulation element to descend to the concourse one level down. During the first 15 
minutes when all train departures would be delayed, examining the cross passage's east and 
west ends in which only MNR passengers would wait and through which LIRR passengers were 
considered to only walk on their way to the concourse below, the analysis results indicate that 
conditions would be near capacity. In a 30-minute delay period, the analyses indicate that sig
nificant congestions would occur throughout the cross passage. The limit of capacity in the cross 
passage would be reached in about 36 minutes after a delay is first encountered, close to the 40-
minute threshold under the No Action Alternative and as compared to 15 minutes under 
Option 1. 

Many pedestrians destined to areas south of 42nd Street would walk through GCT as a link in 
their travel. A significant difference between Options 1 and 2 would be related to the means of 
processing people within GCT. In Option 1, pedestrians entering GCT would use one of two 
vertical circulation elements that carry people up directly into the Biltmore Room under 43rd 
Street. Pedestrians would also be able to enter GCT's Dining Concourse near and just west of 
track 116 after walking through a small waiting area at the south end of LIRR tracks. In Option 
2, all pedestrians would first enter the Dining Concourse near track 116 to make their way up
ward using a number of vertical circulation elements available such as the Oyster Bar ramps and 
the new escalator bank bringing people up near the New York Transit Museum store. Since 
LIRR riders would be able to use any of the vertical circulation elements between GCT's Dining 
and Main Concourses, there would be little or no major shifts of pedestrian flows through either 
concourse from one option to the other. 

In terms of impacts to the Lexington Avenue subway lines, both options would require all sub
way patrons to walk through GCT's Dining and Main Concourses to access the 42nd Street sta
tion. Thus, there would be no difference in the number of and paths used by pedestrians as
signed into that subway station and in the level of impacts created. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

VEHICULAR TRAFFIC 

Increased taxi activity on streets near Grand Central Terminal would result in significant 
adverse impacts at up to 7 2 intersections during peak hours. Mitigation for these impacts, 
which is the responsibility of the New York City Department of Transportation as part of 
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their normal procedures, consists of standard traffic engineering improvements, such as 
signal phasing and timing modifications, more restrictive parking regulations, and by pro
viding exclusive phases (e.g., left-turn arrows) for turning movements at some inter
sections to minimize conflicts with crossing pedestrians. These measures would be imple
mented if the New York City Department of Transportation deems them warranted upon 
project completion. Table 9C-40 summarizes the traffic mitigation measures that may be 
warranted for East Side Access. 

PARKING 

No significant adverse impacts on parking conditions in Manhattan would occur as a 
result of the Preferred Alternative; therefore, no mitigation is required. 

COMMUTER RAIL 

The Preferred Alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts on commuter rail 
operations; no mitigation is required. 

SUBWAYS 

With the East Side Access Project, a number of improvements would be made to elements 
of the New York City Transit Lexington Avenue line subway station at 42nd Street/Grand 
Central Terminal. These measures are designed to mitigate congestion on stairwells, plat
forms, and line-haul capacity of the Lexington Avenue subway by improving circulation 
patterns and train throughput. The specific mitigation measures are as follows: 

• Increase use of the free passage connecting NYCT fare control area 236 at the shuttle 
turnstile area entrance and fare control area 238 at the Lexington Avenue line western 
turnstile bank. 

• Create a new turnstile bank just west of fare control area 238 to attract passengers 
from the free passageway area into the mezzanine area and relieve use of the western 
stair /escalator bank. 

• Widen the corridor mouth into space currently occupied by the Pershing Building's 
basement to create a new stair P 10. 

• Restore stair P 16. 

• Enlarge fare control area 238's turnstile line farther east into the mezzanine area. 

BUSES 

Increases in demand for bus service in the vicinity of Grand Central Terminal would be 
mitigated by NYCT as demand dictates, through the adjustment of bus schedules and 
frequencies, as is their policy. 

PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS 

Increased pedestrian flows in Grand Central Terminal would result in a significant adverse 
impact at the escalator bank leading to the New York Transit Museum store on the west 
side of the Main Concourse. Partial mitigation for this impact could be achieved through 
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Table 9C-40t 

Summary of Mitigation Measures for the 
Preferred Alternative 2010, Grand Central Terminal Area 

No Preferred 
Intersection Action Alternative Mitigated Mitigation Measure 

AM PEAK HOUR 
-~ 

Madison Avenue & 41st Street c F* B I Prohibit parking on northside of EB lanes to create a 
___ ______ left-tur~_il_;_(l!ovid_e_Jl _ _Q_rotected EB L T phase. 

Park Avenue & 42nd Street F* F* F* frohibit parking on the NB lanes to provide 2 RT/1 
L T lanes; adjust signal timing to provide protected 
NB movement. 

Park Avenue & 46th Street F* F* c 1 Remove parkinu on the SB lanes to provide 2 L T/ 2 
RT lanes. 

Park Avenue & 47th Street c F* B Provide protected NB/SB t:Jhase. 

Park Avenue & 48th Street F* F* B Provide a prote<:ted NB/SB phase; daylight the 
south curb of the EB at:Jt:Jroach. 

Lexington Avenue & 43rd c F* B Provide protected WB signal phase. 
Street 
Third Avenue & 41st Street B F* B Provide protected EB/WB signal phase. 

Third Avenue & 42nd Street F* F* D Provide protected EB/WB signal tJhase. 
Third Avenue & 43rd Street F* F* B Prohibit parking on northside of WB lanes to create 

an exclusive RT lane; provide protected WB signal 
phase. 

Third Avenue & 45th Street B B B Prohibit parking on northside of WB lanes to create 
an exclusive RT lane. 

Third Avenue & 46th Street B F* B Prohibit parking on northside of EB lanes to create 
an exclusive L T lane. 

Third Avenue & 48th Street F* F* B Prohibit parking on northside of EB lanes to create 
an exclusive L T lane. 

MIDDAY PEAK HOUR 
·- -~ 

Park Avenue & 42nd Street F* F* F* Prohibit parking on north side of EB lanes to create 
2 RT/1 L T lanes; adjust signal timing to provide a 
protected NB movement and shift green time from 
the NB phase to the EB/WB t:Jhase. 

Park Avenue & 48th Street c c B Same as AM. 

Lexington Avenue & 43rd B F* B Same as AM. 
Street 

~- ·-

Third Avenue & 42nd Street F* F* D Provide protected NB signal phase; shift green time 
from the NB phase to the EB/WB phase; prohibit 
parking on westside of E:B lanes. ----

Third Avenue & 43rd Street B B B Shift green time from the NB phase to the WB 
phase. -

Third Avenue & 48th Street c F* c Prohibit parking on northside of EB lanes to create 
an exclusive L T lane. -

PM PEAK HOUR 
Sixth Avenue & 42nd Street F* F* F* Prohibit parking along the NB lanes to provide 2 

RT/1 L T; adjust signal timing to provide a protected 
NB movement and shift green time from the NB 
phase to the EB/WB tJhase. 

Park Avenue & 42nd Street F* F* F* Same as middaL_ ___ ~ 
Park Avenue & 47th Street B B B Provide t:Jrotected NB/SB signal tJhase. 

Park Avenue & 48th Street c c B Same as AM. 

Lexington Avenue & 43rd c F* c Same as AM. 
Street 
Third Avenue & 41st Street B B B Prohibit parki_rl_9__Q!!northside of WB lanes. 

Third Avenue & 42nd Street F* F* D Same as AM. 
Third Avenue & 43rd Street B B B Same as midday. 

Note: * Indicates that delay and LOS are not meaningful because v/c is greater than 1.2. It is beyond the scope of HCM 
to assess delay for an approach operating in oversaturated conditions. 

t Note: This entire table is new to the FE/5. 
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redirection of the escalator so both elements operate in the peak direction, if warranted 
upon completion of the project. 

Outside the terminal, for significant impacts on sidewalks and at crosswalks due to the 
increase in pedestrian activity in the Grand Central Terminal area, mitigation measures 
identified include widening of crosswalks in some locations. In other locations, the New 
York City Department of Transportation may choose to limit sidewalk vendors and/or 
street furniture such as newspaper kiosks and flower boxes to create more sidewalk 
capacity. These measures would be implemented if the New York City Department deems 
them warranted upon project completion. •!• 
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D. SUNNYSIDE/LONG ISLAND CITY AREA 

The Preferred Alternative of the East Side Access Project would create a new station adjacent 
to Sunnyside Yard, underneath the Queens Boulevard viaduct. This new station would be ex
pected to serve primarily LIRR commuters who work in the local area, and provide another op
tion for LIRR commuters who wish to transfer to the subway en route to destinations in Manhat
tan. The majority of LIRR commuters using this station would likely walk from the station to 
their workplace, or could transfer to the subway for a short second "leg" of their overall trip. A 
modest number would use buses or taxis to reach their final trip destination. Overall, these 
would not be significant impacts in the Sunnyside/Long Island City area, as is documented in 
this section of the EIS. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

TRAFFIC 

The Sunnyside area is the focus of substantial traffic volumes, including traffic destined to the 
immediate area as well as through-traffic en route to work places just over the Queensboro 
Bridge in Manhattan. The major east-west traffic arterial in the area is Queens Boulevard, which 
leads directly onto the lower level of the Queensboro Bridge. It is heavily trafficked during both 
the AM and PM peak periods (westbound into Manhattan in the AM, and eastbound out from 
Manhattan in the PM). Since the Queensboro Bridge is not a tolled facility (as opposed to the 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel about 1 mile south), it attracts a high volume of commuter traffic 
either via Queens Boulevard or via the Long Island Expressway en route to the bridge's upper 
and lower levels via northbound Van Dam Street. 

A set of four representative critical locations was selected for detailed analysis: Queens Boule
vard at Van Dam Street and Thomson Avenue, a critical location comprising two intersections 
where motorists decide whether to continue on Queens Boulevard toward Manhattan via the 
lower level of the Queensboro Bridge, or tum onto Thomson Avenue to travel to Manhattan via 
the upper level of the bridge; Queens Boulevard at Skillman and Jackson Avenues, which are 
the two critical intersections at the east and west ends of the Queens Boulevard viaduct over the 
Sunnyside Yards, the site of the proposed Sunnyside station; and the intersection ofNorthem 
Boulevard, Queens Plaza North, and 41st Avenue, another important intersection for traffic 
from the north heading into both the study area and toward the bridge. The ridership projections 
for Sunnyside station do not indicate that there would be a substantial volume of vehicle trips 
to and from this station, so this set of four heavily trafficked locations near the station site would 
indicate the potential for traffic impacts from the East Side Access Project. 

Traffic conditions along the corridors leading into the area and to and from the upper and lower 
levels of the Queensboro Bridge are highly congested during the AM and PM peak traffic hours 
and throughout much of the extended peak periods. As shown in Table 9D-l, all four locations 
analyzed in the AM peak hour are operating at congested level of service (LOS) F* conditions 
(with the F* indicating that at least one traffic movement at the intersection is operating at se
vere congestion levels). During the PM peak hour, three of the four intersections operate at LOS 
F* conditions, with the fourth intersection at overall LOS D. These LOS findings depict the 
bumper-to-bumper conditions in the area along the Queens Boulevard/Queens Plaza North and 
South corridor during peak commuter hours. 
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PARKING 

Table 9D-1 
Existing Traffic Level of Service Summaries: 

Sunnyside Study Area 

LOS 

Intersection AM PM 

Queens Boulevard and Van Dam Street/Thomson Avenue F* F* 
Queens Boulevard and Skillman Avenue F* F* 
Queens Boulevard and Jackson Avenue/Queens Plaza East F* F* 
Northern Boulevard and Queens Plaza North/41st Avenue F* D 

Note: Overall intersection LOS is shown. 

The Sunnyside/Long Island City area has a number of parking lots and garages available to the 
public. Most prominent in this supply is the Municipal Garage, operated by Kinney and located 
at the southwest corner of Queens Plaza South and Jackson Avenue. This parking facility has a 
capacity of 1,038 spaces and is typically about 80 percent occupied on weekdays. There are 
other smaller parking facilities in the general area; however, it is not expected that there would 
be a significant level of park-and-ride activity at the proposed Sunnyside station. Most riders 
would walk to or from their local origins/destinations, some would take subways or buses, and 
a small number would use taxis or be dropped off or picked up by car. Therefore, a complete in
ventory of available parking facilities was not needed for this EIS. 

PEDESTRIANS 

Sections of Sunnyside/Long Island City that are reasonably close to the proposed Sunnyside 
station are characterized by moderate levels of pedestrian activity. These activity levels are 
heaviest in the vicinity of Queens Plaza, where there is a significant amount of employment, and 
east of the proposed station location near LaGuardia Community College and other destinations 
below Thomson Avenue and east of Skillman Avenue. 

The LIRR Sunnyside station would be located directly under the Queens Boulevard viaduct over 
the Sunnyside yards. The destination of LIRR commuters leaving the station would likely be 
oriented either west to employment areas near Queens Plaza or southeast to employment/educa
tional destinations south ofThomson Avenue. Therefore, two pedestrian analysis locations were 
selected for detailed study: crosswalks and corner reservoir areas at Queens Boulevard/Jackson 
A venue in the Queens Plaza area; and crosswalks and corner reservoir areas at the intersection 
of Queens Boulevard, Thomson A venue, and Van Dam Street. 

Pedestrian volumes were counted during September 1999, when LaGuardia Community College 
opened after Labor Day. These counts indicated that pedestrian volumes are light at Queens 
Boulevard/Jackson Avenue (20 to 30 pedestrians use its crosswalks during the AM, midday, and 
PM peak 15-minute periods). Pedestrian volumes are somewhat heavier at Queens Boulevard/ 
Thomson A venue/Van Dam Street, since commuting students use these crosswalks from the 
Rawson/33rd Street station of the No. 7 Flushing line just east of the intersection. Pedestrian 
volume counts ranged from a low of about 50-70 people using the north-south crosswalk of 
Thomson A venue in the midday and PM, to a high of about 700 people crossing Van Dam Street 
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in the AM peak period. Pedestrian LOS analyses indicated that pedestrian conditions are accep
table for all crosswalk and corner reservoir areas analyzed, with one exception. The south cross
walk of Van Dam Street is very busy as it connects the main LaGuardia College building to the 
nearby No. 7 Flushing line a few blocks to the east. LOSs at this crosswalk are between C and 
D during all peak analysis periods, indicating some slight pedestrian congestion. 

SUBWAYS 

The Sunnyside/Long Island City area is served by a significant amount of subway service. This 
includes stations along several lines-theE, F, G, and R lines at the Queens Plaza station; the 
Nand No. 7lines at Queensboro Plaza station; and the No. 7line at the Rawson/33rd Street sta
tion. These lines carry substantial passenger volumes into and out of Manhattan in the AM and 
PM peak periods. Crowding is severe on theE and F lines in the rush hours, even though the 
combined headway on these lines is among the shortest in the subway system. Subway opera
tions along theE, F, and No. 7lines during these periods approach or match the theoretical ca
pacity of their respective tunnels into Manhattan (i.e., the Steinway and 53rd Street tunnels, re
spectively). 

The Queens Plaza and Rawson/33rd Street stations are also significantly used in the AM and 
PM peak periods. The Queens Plaza station is used by subway riders exiting the system for work 
destinations in the immediate area, and by auto commuters who park at the Municipal Garage 
at the southwest corner of Queens Plaza/Jackson Avenue and then board one of the various sub
way routes traveling to Manhattan. The 33rd Street station is heavily used by LaGuardia Com
munity College students going to school. It is not anticipated that the volume of LIRR com
muters who may transfer to one of these subway lines would be enough to create significant im
pacts on subway services or conditions, so further analyses were not warranted. 

BUSES 

The proposed LIRR Sunnyside station would be located near five local and four express bus 
routes, which are operated either by NYCT, Green Bus Lines, the Queens Surface Corporation, 
or the Triboro Coach Corporation. The Q32 and Q60 routes, operated by NYCT and Green 
Lines, respectively, provide local bus service along Queens Boulevard. Each operates at 8-
minute head ways (planned time intervals between buses) during the peak periods. The X51, 
X63, X64, and X68 routes, operated by NYCT, provide express bus service along Queens 
Boulevard from different sections of north- and southeast Queens. Their headways vary, but are 
generally in the 10-20 minute range in peak periods. The Triboro Coach route Q39 originates in 
the Ridgewood section of central Queens and operates along 48th A venue, Van Dam Street, and 
Thomson A venue within the study area, at 4-minute head ways in the AM peak and 7 -minute 
headways in the PM peak. The QlOl operated by Queens Surface extends from Astoria, Queens, 
to 59th Street/Second Avenue in Manhattan via Steinway Street and Northern Boulevard. It 
operates at a 15-minute headway in the AM peak and a 20-minute headway in the PM peak. 

Although nearly all of these routes are within a reasonable distance of the proposed Sunnyside 
station, it is not anticipated that a significant volume ofLIRR riders would access the station by 
bus. Therefore, an analysis of bus load levels was not needed for this EIS. 
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FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

For future year 2010 conditions, existing traffic volumes were increased by a background 
growth rate of 0.5 percent per year, which is higher than assumed background traffic growth 
rates in the GCT area, as suggested in New York City's CEQR Technical Manual. Vehicle traf
fic that is expected to be generated by two major actions-the full buildout of the Queens West/ 
Hunters Point Waterfront Development Project planned to encompass approximately 9 million 
square feet of new commercial and residential space, and the traffic expected to be generated by 
the New York City Department of City Planning's proposed rezoning of a 32-block area in Long 
Island City-was also included. 

Overall, these two actions-Queens West and Long Island City rezoning-would generate a 
substantial volume of vehicle trips in the AM and PM peak hours throughout the area, a percent
age of which would pass through the four intersections analyzed in this EIS. Between existing 
conditions and year 2010 No Action conditions, traffic volumes through the four analysis loca
tions are projected to increase by about 15 percent overall (increases range from intersection to 
intersection). 

For traffic impact analyses under the No Action and Preferred Alternatives, the same significant 
impact criteria defined earlier in this for the Grand Central Terminal area were also used for the 
Sunnyside area: ( 1) No Action LOS A, B, C, or D deteriorating to LOS E or F under conditions 
with the Preferred Alternative, providing that the average vehicle delay increase is 10 seconds 
or more; and (2) No Action LOS E deteriorating to LOS F for the conditions with the Preferred 
Alternative providing that the average vehicle delay increases by 10 seconds or more. Deteriora
tion from the No Action condition to the Preferred Alternative condition within either LOS E or 
F with 10 seconds or more of additional delay is defined as a significant worsening of a pre
existing problem. 

Since the analyses conducted for year 2010 conditions under the Preferred Alternative (see fol
lowing section) indicated that there would be no significant impacts, and year 2020 demands 
would be only marginally higher, year 2020 analyses were not needed. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

As shown in Table 9D-2, intersections currently operating at LOS F* would deteriorate further, 
with increased traffic delays at each location. The one intersection operating at overall LOS D 
in the PM peak hour would deteriorate to overall LOS F*. Pedestrian analysis locations cur
rently operating at LOS A orB conditions would remain at those levels of service. There would 
be no significant deterioration at any of the street comers or crosswalks analyzed. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

Since there would be no LIRR station at Sunnyside under the TSM Alternative, conditions at 
Sunnyside would be the same as under the No Action Alternative. Under the TSM Alternative, 
additional LIRR ridership would transfer to the No. 7 Flushing subway line at its Hunterspoint 
Avenue station, adding approximately 530 riders on the No.7 trains during the AM peak hour 
and further congestion to its operation. 
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Table 9D-2 

No Action Traffic Level of Service Summaries: 
Sunnyside Study Area 

Existing No Action 

Intersection AM PM AM PM 

Queens Boulevard and Van Dam Street! F* F* F* F* 
Thomson Avenue 
Queens Boulevard and Skillman Avenue F* F* F* F* 
Queens Boulevard and Jackson Avenue/ F* F* F* F* 
Queens Plaza East 

Northern Boulevard and Queens Plaza North/ F* D F* F* 
41st Avenue 

Note: Overall intersection LOS is shown. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The results ofLIRR's ridership projections indicate that the proposed Sunnyside station would 
generate about 1,530 new travelers in the 4-hour AM peak period in the year 2010 (675 in the 
AM peak hour) and 1,300 new travelers in the 4-hour PM peak period (575 in the PM peak 
hour). It is estimated that 90 percent would walk to or from their local destinations, 9-10 percent 
would transfer to or from subways or buses, and 0.5 percent would be picked up or dropped off 
by car or taxi. There would be no commuter parking at the new station, so park-and-ride activity 
with LIRR service is not expected. In the AM and PM peak hours, just 16 and 13 vehicle trips 
are expected, respectively, counting auto or taxi dropoffs (or pickups) as two trips~one to and 
one leaving the station. This volume of generated vehicle traffic is less than the level of trip
making that might have a potential for impact~New York City's CEQR Technical Manual 
states that proposed actions generating fewer than 30 vehicle trips in the peak hour do not have 
the potential for significant traffic impacts and therefore do not require detailed analyses. 

Similarly, expected levels of subway and bus use combined would total approximately 65 per
son-trips in the AM peak hour and 55 person-trips in the PM peak hour. Split among the various 
subway and bus routes, this level of increase does not indicate the potential for significant tran
sit system impacts (the CEQR Technical Manual's threshold for potential impacts is 100 person
trips in the peak hour). 

Since the project-generated pedestrian trips within the Sunnyside area could be significant (this 
would include walk trips to local work or school destinations as well as walk trips to nearby sub
way and bus routes), a detailed analysis of pedestrian LOSs in the future with the Preferred 
Alternative was conducted. This analysis indicated that pedestrian LOSs would continue at ac
ceptable conditions with the Preferred Alternative in place, except at the south crosswalk across 
Van Dam Street, which would worsen slightly within LOS C to D with the modest addition of 
10 to 20 crossing pedestrians. 

Additionally, the MT A has allocated $2 million in its 2000-2004 Capital Program to study 
improving pedestrian connections between the proposed East Side Access Sunnyside sta
tion and transit stations at Queens Plaza and Queensboro Plaza. This study would be con
ducted outside the scope of the East Side Access Project. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

Since the Preferred Alternative of the East Side Access Project would not generate any signifi
cant traffic, parking, transit, or pedestrian impacts in the Sunnyside area, there would be no need 
for any mitigation measures. •!• 
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E. EASTERN QUEENS AND LONG ISLAND 

The Preferred Alternative is expected to increase LIRR ridership systemwide, with additional 
ridership anticipated for virtually all stations. Manhattan-bound commuters from eastern Queens 
and Long Island would have additional train service available to them-more trains, more seats, 
and more flexibility to get to East Side as well as West Side destinations. Most LIRR commuters 
traveling to and from their stations do so by car; therefore, the analysis of traffic and transpor
tation conditions in Eastern Queens and Long Island focused on traffic and parking conditions 
at LIRR stations. Bus service is available at all of the major LIRR stations and is significantly 
used by LIRR riders at several stations. Bus services are also described in this section of the 
EIS. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

TRAFFIC 

The analyses that follow focus on a representative set of 15 stations out of a total 124 in the 
LIRR system (see Figure 9E-1). This group includes: 

• Several of the most intensively used stations and some with more moderate usage; 

• Stations within local business districts or shopping areas and stations situated closer to resi-
dential areas or in fringe areas; 

• Stations with multiple bus routes and stations with limited bus service; 

• Stations with extensive parking capacity and others with very limited parking availability; 

• Stations where LIRR commuters are nearly 100 percent park-and-riders and others where 
a significant number of commuters take the bus or walk to the station; and 

• Stations with multiple access and egress routes and others where access is limited to a con
fined access corridor. 

Overall, the 15 stations represent the range of stations that could be affected by the project. 
These stations cover all of the LIRR's branches, except for the Montauk Branch east of Baby
lon, and include Bayside, Great Neck, and Port Washington on the Port Washington Branch; 
Mineola on the Main Line (serving the Port Jefferson, Ronkonkoma, and Oyster Bay Branches); 
Hicksville, Huntington, and Port Jefferson on the Port Jefferson Branch; Deer Park and Ronkon
koma on the Ronkonkoma Branch; Valley Stream on the Far Rockaway Branch; Merrick and 
Babylon on the Babylon Branch; Hempstead on the Hempstead Branch; Malverne on the West 
Hempstead Branch; and Long Beach on the Long Beach Branch (see Figure 9E-1). Profiles of 
these stations are provided below. 

The Mineola station serves both Main Line (Port Jefferson and Ronkonkoma Branch) trains and 
Oyster Bay Branch trains. The station has a significant number of AM peak period (i.e., 6-10 
AM) hoardings (2,217). Almost all of the 564 station parking spaces are occupied (97 percent) 
on a typical weekday. The station is situated within the general Mineola business district. 
Winthrop-University Hospital is just to the north, and the County Seat's institutional complex 
is to the south. The station is served by seven MT A Long Island Bus (LI Bus) routes that 
connect this station with several of the surrounding communities, the County Seat offices 
nearby, and the area's numerous shopping malls and districts. Two intersections near the station 
were selected for detailed analysis: Old Country Road and Mineola Boulevard/Franklin A venue 
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two blocks south of the station and at a critical traffic location within the area; and, Mineola 
Boulevard and 2nd Street, at the foot of the overpass over the LIRR tracks on the north side of 
the station. 

The Hicksville station serves both Port Jefferson and Ronkonkoma Branch trains and is one of 
the most heavily utilized stations in the LIRR system. Hoardings during the AM peak reach 
6,290. The station has several parking lots surrounding it; the major parking garage can accom
modate 1,272 commuter vehicles. Overall, there are 3,328 parking spaces at the station and they 
are fully utilized. The station is served by several bus routes that connect it with several busi
nesses, shopping centers, and hospital facilities in the adjoining area. Four intersections located 
in the generally commercial area bordering the station were analyzed in detail: Route 1 06/John 
Street and Route 107 /John Street just north of the station; Route 106 and Duffy Avenue, one 
block south of the station at the comer of the station's commuter parking garage; and Woodbury 
Road at Bay Avenue/East Barclay Street, just east of the station. 

Huntington is the busiest station on the Port Jefferson Branch east of Hicksville, with 4,628 
riders boarding during the AM peak period. The station straddles a low-density commercial 
street (Route 110/New York Avenue) in a mixed-use area. Huntington station has 3,820 parking 
spaces within a number of parking lots and two multi-level parking garages. On a typical week
day, its parking facilities are 95 percent occupied. The station is served by two bus routes that 
connect the station with Walt Whitman Mall and local hospitals. Two traffic locations were ana
lyzed: the intersection of Route 110/New York Avenue and Broadway, immediately adjacent to 
the western edge of the station and at the focus of all of the station's various parking facilities; 
and Broadway and Park A venue, about Yz mile to the east and used by traffic approaching the 
station from the northeast and southeast. 

The eastern terminal station on the Ronkonkoma Branch, Ronkonkoma station is the busiest sta
tion in Suffolk County, attracting riders from an extensive catchment area due to its direct, at
times non-stop service into Penn Station. Hoardings during the AM peak are 5,403. The station 
is located in a low-density setting, with the area north of the station primarily residential in na
ture and the area to the south either uninhabited or industrial. Ronkonkoma has a total of 4,998 
parking spaces, including an expansive parking lot on the south side of the tracks with multiple 
access/egress points, and a multi-level parking garage and additional surface parking on the 
north side of the tracks. The multi-level garage was completed in 1995 to accommodate the dra
matic increase in ridership at this station. These parking facilities are fully utilized on a typical 
weekday, with many vehicles parked illegally within the station's parking lots. The station is 
served by local Huntington Area Rapid Transit (HART) and Suffolk County Transit (SCT) bus 
routes. Four representative traffic analysis locations were selected: Hawkins Avenue at the north 
and south service roads of the Long Island Expressway (LIE) just north of the station; Hawkins 
and Union A venues near the parking garage on the north side of the station; and the intersection 
of the ramp from Ronkonkoma Avenue (which passes over the station complex in a north-south 
direction) and Railroad Avenue on the north side of the station. 

The Babylon station, on the Babylon Branch, has 3,245 AM peak boarding riders. The station 
is situated between two commercial streets-Deer Park A venue on the east side of the station 
and West Main Street a few blocks south of the station. There are several access/departure 
points from its parking lots, giving it good overall traffic distribution fi·om its parking facilities. 
About 84 percent of its 2,026 parking spaces are utilized on a typical weekday. The station is 
served by two LI Bus routes and seven SCT routes. Three representative traffic analysis 
locations were studied: Park and Deer Park Avenues, northeast of the station; Deer Park Avenue 
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and West Main Street, southeast of the station; and Deer Park Avenue and Railroad Avenue, at 
one of the unsignalized access points into the station's parking lot area. 

The Great Neck station is a significantly used station on the Port Washington Branch, with 
2,989 AM peak hoardings. This high usage is at least partially due to the 24-minute express 
commute into Penn Station characterizing several peak period trains. It is situated along Middle 
Neck Road in the heart of the Great Neck business district. There is very limited parking availa
ble near the station; its 360 parking spaces are 98.6 percent occupied. The station is served by 
five LI Bus routes. Two nearby intersections on either side of the station were analyzed in detail: 
the intersections of Middle Neck Road at North Station Plaza and at South Station Plaza. 

The terminus of the Port Washington Branch, Port Washington station, is located along Main 
Street, Port Washington's local retail street. The station has 2,429 boarding riders in the AM 
peak period. There are a total of 795 parking spaces at the station, which are 98 percent occu
pied on a typical weekday. Port Washington station is served by one LI Bus route. Traffic loca
tions analyzed for this EIS included Main Street at the entrance to the station; and Main Street 
and Port Washington Boulevard, at the area's busiest traffic intersection, a few blocks east of 
the station. 

The Deer Park station is located just three stops west of Ronkonkoma station and is charac
terized by AM peak hoardings of 1,809 commuters. It is located in a generally open area just 
south of the recently developed Heartland Industrial Park. There are 1 ,061 parking spaces at the 
station, all situated on its north side between the station and Long Island A venue. On a typical 
weekday, the parking lot is filled to more than 100 percent of its capacity. The station is served 
by five SCT bus routes. Access to station parking from the south side of the tracks is constrained 
by an at-grade crossing of the tracks at the east end of the station. Traffic analysis locations in
cluded Pine Aire Drive and Executive Drive, and Long Island Avenue and Executive Drive. 

The Merrick station on the Babylon Branch has 2, 797 AM peak hoardings. It is located on an 
elevated structure just north of Sunrise Highway and straddling Merrick A venue, the main street 
within the Merrick business district. This station has the prototypical configuration for several 
stations along this branch. There are 1,563 parking spaces within the various surface parking 
lots surrounding the station on all sides; these parking spaces are more than 100 percent occu
pied on a typical weekday. The Merrick area is served by four bus routes, with one route stop
ping at the station. Three local intersections along Merrick Avenue were analyzed in detail: at 
Sunrise Highway, at Broadcast Plaza (the entrance to one of the station's primary parking lots), 
and at Smith Street located a few blocks to the north. 

The Hempstead station is the eastern terminus on the Hempstead Branch and is characterized by 
800 westbound hoardings in the AM peak as well as significant eastbound alightings. This is at
tributable to the station's location in the midst of the well-developed Hempstead business dis
trict and alongside a very active bus terminal, the Hempstead Transit Center, serving 20 LI Bus 
routes. This station, with its 896 surface parking spaces, has many access points, resulting in a 
good distribution of traffic into and out from the station area. Parking spaces at this station are 
84 percent occupied on a typical weekday. Three key intersections near the station were ana
lyzed in detail: Fulton and Main Streets; Fulton and Washington Streets; and Main and West 
Columbia Streets. 

The Long Beach station has the highest ridership on the Long Beach Branch with 1 ,631 AM 
peak hoardings. There is also significant ridership at this station in the off-peak period from 
Long Beach's older resident population. The station and its parking lots are located along the 
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north side of West Park Avenue, Long Beach's main east-west street in the heart of its business 
district. There are 223 parking spaces at the station and they are 90 percent utilized. The station 
is also accessed by two bus routes serving the Long Beach area. Three intersections along West 
Park Avenue were selected for detailed traffic analysis: at Centre Street, at the main station exit 
location; and at Park Place/Edwards Boulevard. 

The Bayside station on the Port Washington Branch is located along Bell Boulevard, Bayside's 
primary commercial street. The station generates 3,214 AM peak hoardings on a typical week
day. There is a very limited amount of parking available in parking lots, totaling about 75 
parking spaces, which are 64 percent utilized on a typical weekday (these include some short
term shopper parking spaces; all of the long-term commuter parking spaces are generally occu
pied). The station is also directly served by two bus routes on Bell Boulevard; three other bus 
routes operate a few blocks away on Northern Boulevard. Two local traffic intersections were 
analyzed: Bell and Northern Boulevards, the most heavily trafficked intersection in the area; and 
Bell Boulevard at 41st Avenue, just north of the station. 

The Valley Stream station on the Far Rockaway Branch is located just north of Sunrise 
Highway, three stops east of Jamaica station. In the AM peak, there are 2,209 westbound 
hoardings. There are 1,285 parking spaces at the station and they are typically 83 percent uti
lized. The Valley Stream station is served by three LI Bus routes that connect it with the Green 
Acres Mall and areas nearby. Two MT A New York City Transit bus routes also serve the sta
tion. Three traffic locations were analyzed: South Franklin Avenue and Sunrise Highway, South 
Franklin A venue and Hawthorne A venue, and Franklin A venue and Merrick Road. 

The Port Jefferson station is the eastern terminus of the Port Jefferson Branch and is located 
along Main Street, the area's local shopping street. The station has 358 AM peak hoardings. 
There are two parking lots at the station with 518 spaces, about 49 percent of which are occu
pied on a typical weekday. Four SCT bus routes serve the station. The traffic analysis locations 
for this station included Main Street at the station entrance, just north of Main Street's at-grade 
crossing of the LIRR tracks; and Main Street at North Country Road, two blocks north of the 
station. 

The Malverne station on the West Hempstead Branch has 524 AM peak hoardings. It is located 
alongside Hempstead A venue, which is a local shopping street in the business district, and a 
connecting street to West Hempstead to the north. Surface parking lots both east and west of the 
station provide 188 parking spaces, which are approximately 92 percent occupied. The station 
is served by one bus route, which links it with the Hempstead Transit Center. Two traffic inter
sections were analyzed, one on each side of the at-grade crossing of the LIRR tracks with Hemp
stead Avenue: Hempstead Avenue and Utterby Road, and Hempstead Avenue at the entrance to 
the station parking lot on the west side of the station. 

Additional traffic analyses within this section include at-grade crossings of the LIRR tracks by 
local roads. Therefore, a representative set of at-grade crossings was also analyzed as part of this 
EIS. Each grade crossing included in this analysis is located adjacent to a significantly utilized 
roadway or has been cited as a problem location under existing conditions. These locations 
included New Hyde Park Road (New Hyde Park), Robbins Lane (Syosset), Jackson Avenue 
(Syosset), and Franklin Avenue (Garden City). These are in addition to other at-grade crossing 
locations cited above-Willis Avenue in Mineola, Hempstead Avenue in Malverne, Main Street 
in Port Jefferson, and Executive Drive in Deer Park. 
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Overall, a set of 39 intersections and 8 at-grade crossing locations were analyzed for existing 
traffic conditions. Traffic counts were conducted for the AM and PM peak periods at all loca
tions via a combination of manual counts and 24-hour Automatic Traffic Recorder (AIR) ma
chine counts, and the specific peak traffic hours for each location were established (except for 
the Hicksville station area, where recent traffic count data was provided by the Town of Oyster 
Bay Department of Public Works (DPW) from its ongoing Hicksville Traffic Flow Study, and 
Merrick, where recent traffic count data was provided by the LIRR from its Merrick Area Re
vitalization Study). 

For the intersection analyses, existing capacities, volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios, average vehi
cle delays, and levels of service (LOS) were determined using the 1994 Highway Capacity 
Manual procedures for each intersection approach and for the overall intersection. 

Existing traffic conditions in each of the station areas studied encompass multiple traffic compo
nents---<.:ommuter traffic passing through the area on their way to work by car, LIRR commuters 
en route to the LIRR station either to park and ride from there or to pick up or drop off passen
gers and others (students or school buses in the AM peak period, shoppers in the PM peak 
period, etc.). At some of the station areas, there is a single pronounced traffic peak hour in the 
AM period and one in the PM period. At most locations, however, there are two peak periods for 
local traffic-the overall area's peak traffic hour (referred to below as the "peak traffic hour") 
and peak time periods for the traffic to the LIRR station (referred to below as the "peak train 
hour"). These conditions vary area by area and by intersection within specific areas. For ex
ample, the traffic peak hour in the Great Neck study area is much more oriented to the commer
cial nature of the overall area; the resulting peak morning traffic hour is 8-9 AM. At other 
locations, particularly intersections right at entry points to a station's parking facilities, the peak 
hour may be more oriented to the specific train arrival and departure times. The existing traffic 
LOS analyses considered the traffic hour with the greatest potential for impact. 

Overall, 39 intersections were analyzed at the 15 station areas studied, as shown in Table 9E-1. 
In the AM peak hours at the respective locations, 24 of 39 intersections operated at overall LOS 
A orB, 13 at LOS C, and 2 at LOS D. Although none of the intersections were determined to be 
operating at overall LOSE or F, 7 of the 39 intersections had at least one traffic movement at 
these unacceptable LOSs. In general, for the overall intersection to be at LOSE or F, either one 
particular traffic movement needs to be operating at extremely congested conditions or two or 
more traffic movements need to be at LOSE or F (the overall intersection LOS is a weighted 
average of all ofthe individual traffic movements). 

In the PM peak hours, the LOS findings were very similar-24 of the 39 intersections operated 
at overall LOS A orB, 13 at LOS C, and 2 at LOS D. Although none of the intersections were 
at overall LOSE or F, 10 of the 39 intersections had at least one traffic movement at LOSE or 
F in the PM peak hour. 

The analysis of traffic conditions also included eight significant grade crossing locations-i.e., 
where the LIRR tracks cross the street network at-grade and where local traffic must wait for a 
period of time for trains to pass. Table 9E-2 summarizes the findings of a survey of queue 
lengths and average time that traffic was stopped while the crossing gates were being activated 
or were in the down position at the eight locations during the peak auto traffic hour; train 
crossings reflect counts on the survey day. (For the peak train hour, see Table 9E-3.) 
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Table 9E-1 
Existing Traffic Level of Service Summaries: 

ong san a1 oa atlon L I l d R "l R d St A reas 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection Hour Hour 

Mineola 

Old Country Road and Mineola Boulevard/Franklin Avenue D c 
Mineola Boulevard and 2nd Street B c 
Hicksville 
Route 106 and West John Street 'v c 
Route 106 and Duffy Avenue 'v D 
Route 107 and East John Street 'v c 
Woodburv Road and Bay Avenue/East Barclay Street B B 
Huntington 
Route 110 and Broadway/Railroad Street 'v c 
Park Avenue and Broadway B B 
Ronkonkoma 
Hawkins Avenue and LIE North Service Road c c 
Hawkins Avenue and LIE South Service Road 'v c 
Hawkins Avenue and Union Avenue B B 
Ronkonkoma Avenue Ramo and Railroad Avenue A A 
Babylon 
Deer Park Avenue and Park Avenue B B 

Deer Park Avenue and Railroad Avenue A B 
Deer Park Avenue and West Main Street B c 
Great Neck 
Middle Neck Road and North Station Plaza B B 
Middle Neck Road and South Station Plaza B B 
Port Washington 
Main Street and Port Washinqton Boulevard 'v B 
Main Street and LIRR Station Entrance A A 

Deer Park 
Executive Drive and Long Island Avenue B c 
Executive Drive and Pine Aire Drive c c 
Merrick 
Merrick Avenue and Sunrise Highwav I) c 
Merrick Avenue and Broadcast Plaza A A 
Merrick Avenue and Smith Street c c 
Hempstead 
Main Street and West Columbia Street B B 
Main Street and Fulton Street (Route 24) B B 
Fulton Street (Route 24) and Washington Avenue G c 
Long Beach 
West Park Avenue and Parking Lot Entrance B B 
West Park Avenue and Center Street B B 
West Park Avenue and Edwards Boulevard B B 
Bayside 
Bell Boulevard and Northern Boulevard B B 
Bell Boulevard and 41st Avenue c B 

Valley Stream 
South Franklin Avenue and Sunrise Hiqhwav B B 
South Franklin Avenue and West Hawthorne Avenue 13 B 
South Franklin Avenue and Merrick Road 13 B 
Port Jefferson 

Main Street LRoute 25A) and LIRR Entrance A A 
Main Street (Route 25A) and North Country Road e D 
Malverne 
Hempstead Avenue and Utterbv Road c B 
Hempstead Avenue/Francis Street!LIRR Entrance 13 B 
Note: Overall intersection LOS is shown. 
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Location 

AM Peak Hour 

New Hyde Park Road (New Hyde Park) 

Willis Avenue (Mineola) 

Franklin Avenue (Garden City) 

Robbins Lane (Syosset) 

Jackson Avenue ISvossetl 
Main Street (Port Jefferson) 

Hempstead Avenue (Malverne) 

Executive Drive (Deer Park) 

PM Peak Hour 

New Hyde Park Road (New Hyde Park) 

Willis Avenue (Mineola) 

Franklin Avenue (Garden City) 

Robbins Lane (Syosset) 

Jackson Avenue (Syosset) 

Main Street (Port Jefferson) 

Hempstead Avenue (Malverne) 

Executive Drive (Deer Park) 
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Auto 
Peak 
Hour 

7:30-8:30 

8-9 

8-9 

8-9 

8-9 

7:30-8:30 

8-9 

7:30-8:30 

4:45-5:45 

5:15-6:15 

4:30-5:30 

4:45-5:45 

4:45-5:45 

5-6 

4:30-5:30 

4:45-5:45 

Table 9E-2 
LIRR Grade Crossings: 

Existing Delays, Auto Peak Hour 

Average 
Average Queues 

Volumes (in vehicles) 
Delay at 

North- South- Train Gate North- South-
bound bound Crossings (seconds) bound bound 

710 314 15 82 8+ 4 

162 270 15 102 4 6 

1,271 668 5 90 16+ 7 

1,042 348 6 45 5 2 

549 537 5 109 14+ 17+ 

948 534 5 124 12+ 11 + 

421 387 2 133 9 9 

960* 309 3 63 20+* 3 

374 676 18 77 4 7 

276 276 15 124 6 6 
945 1,358 2 99 11 9 

377 1,201 9 49 2 7 

580 770 10 72 15+ 18+ 

915 1,082 2 94 13 11 

394 542 2 120 8 10 

349* 820 4 122 11* 20+ 

Note: * Denotes right turn movement from WB Pine Aire Drive onto NB Executive Drive. 

Train 
Peak 

Location Hour 

AM Peak Hour 

New Hyde Park Road (New Hyde Park) 8-9 

Willis Avenue (Mineola) 7:45-8:45 

Franklin Avenue (Garden City) 7:45-8:45 

Robbins Lane (Syosset) 7-8 

Jackson Avenue (Syosset) 7-8 

Main Street (Port Jefferson) 7:30-8:30 

Hempstead Avenue (Malverne) 7-8 

Executive Drive (Deer Park) 7-8 

PM Peak Hour 
New Hyde Park Road (New Hyde Park) 5-6 

Willis Avenue (Mineola) 5:30-6:30 

Franklin Avenue (Garden City) 5:45-6:45 
Robbins Lane (Syosset) 5-6 

Jackson Avenue (Syosset) 4:45-5:45 

Main Street (Port Jefferson) 5:45-6:45 

Hempstead Avenue (Malverne) 5-6 

Executive Drive (Deer Park) 6-7 

Table 9E-3 
LIRR Grade Crossings: 

Existing Delays, Train Peak Hour 

Average 
Average Queues 

Volumes 
Delay at 

(in vehicles) 

North- South- Train Gate North- South-
bound bound Crossings (seconds) bound bound 

710 312 15 64 8+ 4 

159 241 17 92 3 6 

1,180 646 6 92 16+ 7 

793 231 8 48 5 2 

379 368 8 145 13 17+ 

948 534 5 124 12+ 11+ 

312 226 3 164 8 6 

937* 252 4 64 21+* 4 

327 648 19 77 4 7 

257 261 17 120 6 6 
679 959 7 100 10+ 9+ 
363 1,194 10 50 3 8 

580 770 10 72 15+ 18+ 

874 902 5 89 13+ 11 + 

344 470 3 131 8 11 

271* 706 5 118 8* 17+ 

Note: * Denotes right turn movement from WB Pine Aire Drive onto NB Executive Drive. 
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The average queue lengths are a function of a number of factors, e.g., the number of times the 
crossing gates are down because of LIRR trains passing through the area, the speed at which 
LIRR trains pass through the affected area (train speeds are generally slower at stations and, es
pecially, at terminal stations), traffic volumes on the streets crossing the tracks, and the number 
of traffic lanes available within which stopped traffic can queue. 

As shown in Table 9E-2, in the AM auto peak hour, the grade crossings at New Hyde Park Road 
and Willis Avenue on the Main Line have a high frequency of train crossings, with significant 
lost time at the crossing gates-82 and I 02 seconds, respectively. At New Hyde Park Road, 
cross-street volumes are moderate (71 0 and 314 vph in the north- and southbound directions, re
spectively) and the resulting queue lengths are more than eight vehicles north- and four south
bound. At Willis Avenue in Mineola, average crossing gate delays are higher, but the queue 
lengths are somewhat lower due to much lower cross-street traffic volumes. Of the grade 
crossing locations analyzed, the crossing at Franklin A venue has the highest volumes of cross
street traffic and consequently has one of the longest queues (more than 16 car lengths north
bound). The LIRR crossings of Main Street in Port Jefferson and Hempstead Avenue in 
Malverne have the greatest stopped time delays in the AM peak hour. This is due primarily to 
much slower operating speeds for trains pulling into and out from these stations. 

Table 9E-3 presents similar data for the peak train hour (i.e., the hour with the most LIRR trains 
crossing through the area). ln a few cases the peak train hour and the peak auto hour are synony
mous; in others they are not. 

PARKING 

Detailed information on capacity and parking utilization is available from LIRR databases for 
all stations in its system. This information is summarized in Table 9E-4 on a branch-by-branch 
basis. It is apparent from a review of the data that most stations are operating with parking lots 
and garages at much greater than 90 percent utilization levels; several are operating at levels 
very close to, if not greater than, 100 percent. 

As indicated in Table 9E-4, the Babylon and Port Jefferson Branches offer the largest number 
of parking spaces, with 16,333 and 15,617 spaces, respectively. The parking lots at almost half 
of the stations along the Babylon Branch are utilized at more than I 00 percent of capacity, with 
the branch as a whole having close to 95 percent of its total supply of parking utilized. Ronkon
koma Branch parking supply is more than I 00 percent utilized, including six stations with 
greater than I 00 percent utilization levels. The Port Washington Branch parking supply is 95 
percent occupied; several stations in Eastern Queens have substantial levels of on-street parking 
(Broadway, Auburndale, Bayside, Douglaston, and Little Neck), but have very limited amounts 
of parking provided in lots. 

The parking lots along several other branches are relatively lightly used. The West Hempstead 
and Montauk Branches have a 50 percent utilization level overall, and the Oyster Bay Branch 
has a 60 percent utilization level. The Far Rockaway and Hempstead Branches have 80 percent 
utilization levels overall and the Long Beach Branch has 87 percent. 

The 15 stations analyzed in detail in this EIS include the four stations with the largest amount 
of station parking provided. These include Ronkonkoma, Huntington, Hicksville, and Babylon, 
which collectively have about 97 percent of their station parking spaces filled on a typical com
mutation day. As shown in Table 9E-4, several of the 15 analysis stations currently have parking 
utilization levels approaching, at, or greater than I 00 percent, or have significant on-street 

9E-8 



Chapter 9: Transportation (Eastern Queens and Long Island) 

Table 9E-4 
Existing Parking Capacity and Utilization at 

LIRR Stations 
Off-Street 

Off-Street Parking Utili:zation Parked 
Station Capacity Usage (percent) On-Street 

Babylon Branch 
Rockville Centre 1,419 1,383 97.5 100 
Baldwin 1,266 1,222 96.5 286 
Freeport 1 152 767 136.6 97 
Merrick 1,563 1 628 104.2 160 

Bellmore 1,573 1,615 102.7 14 
Wantaqh 1,508 1,547 102.6 50 
Seaford 1 '148 1,163 101.3 0 
Massapequa 1,798 1,791 99.6 153 
Massapequa Park 723 701 97.0 58 
Amitvville 625 501 80.2 0 

Copia~JUe 742 767 103.4 93 
Lindenhurst 790 675 135.4 160 
Babylon 2,026 1,701 134.0 37 
Branch Total 16 333 15 461 94.7 1208 

Ronkonkoma Branch 
Bethpage 889 922 103.7 100 
Farmingdale 507 536 105.7 50 
Pinelawn N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Wyandanch 960 1,039 108.2 26 
Deer Park 1,061 1,457 137.3 254 
Brentwood 871 596 138.4 33 
Central Islip 922 1 '144 124.1 0 
Ronkonkoma 4,998 5,395 107.9 167 

Holtsville N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Medford 20 7 35.0 0 
Yaphank 42 2 4.8 0 

Riverhead 22 17 "77.3 0 

Mattituck 71 32 45.1 0 
Southold 20 1 5.0 0 
Greenport 99 49 49.5 0 

Branch Total 10482 11197 106.8 630 

Hempstead Branch 
Hollis N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Queens Village 87 62 ·r1.3 0 
Bellerose 37 37 100.0 0 
Floral Park 636 532 133.6 29 
Stewart Manor 157 142 90.4 0 
Nassau Boulevard 249 246 98.8 0 

Garden City 373 369 98.9 19 

Countrv Life Press 417 135 32.4 0 
Hempstead 896 756 134.4 0 

Branch Total 2 852 2 279 19.9 48 

Far Rockaway Branch 
Locust Manor 0 0 ·- 22 
Laurelton 52 52 100.0 10 
Rosedale 211 45 21.3 130 
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Table 9E-4 (Continued) 

Existing Parking Capacity and Utilization at 
LIRR Stations 

Off-Street 
Off-Street Parking Utilization Parked 

Station Capacity Usage (percent) On-Street 

Far Rockaway Branch (continued) 
Valley Stream 1,285 1,063 82.7 43 
Gibson 71 68 95.8 20 
Hewlett 815 889 109.1 19 
Woodmere 291 284 97.6 400 
Cedarhurst 797 626 78.5 30 
Lawrence 201 113 56.2 30 
Inwood 212 105 49.5 0 
Far Rockaway 150 1 0.7 0 
Branch Total 4 085 3 246 79.5 704 

Montauk Branch 
Bay Shore 449 294 65.5 0 
Islip 395 185 46.8 0 
Great River 91 59 64.8 0 
Oakdale 246 97 39.4 0 
Sayville 485 358 73.8 0 
Patchogue 594 274 46.1 0 
Bellport 35 0 0.0 0 
Center Moriches N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Mastic-Shirley 195 124 63.6 0 
Speonk 180 97 53.9 1 
Westhampton 38 8 21.1 0 
Quogue N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Hampton Bays 190 30 15.8 0 
Southampton 74 44 59.5 0 
Southampton Campus N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Bridgehampton 85 50 58.8 0 
East Hampton 373 103 27.6 18 
Amagansett 35 20 57.1 0 
Montauk 60 3 5.0 0 
Branch Total 3 525 1 746 49.5 19 

Port Washington Branch 
Flushing 572 572 100.0 0 
Murray Hill 0 0 N/A 315 
Broadway 79 90 113.9 665 
Auburndale 0 0 N/A 839 
Bayside 75 48 64.0 999 
Douglaston 118 119 100.8 500 
Little Neck 113 111 98.2 400 

Great Neck 360 355 98.6 0 
Manhasset 496 491 99.0 0 
Plandome 255 169 66.3 0 
Port Washinqton 795 775 97.5 0 
Branch Total 2 863 2 730 95.4 3 718 
Port Jefferson Branch 
New Hyde Park 651 586 90.0 76 
Merillon Avenue 153 167 109.2 0 
Mineola 564 548 97.2 313 
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Table 9E-4 (Continued) 
Existing Parking Capacity and Utilization at 

LIRR Stations 
Off-Street 

Off-Street Parking Utilization Parked 
Station Capacity Usage (percent) On-Street 

Port Jefferson Branch (cont'd 
Carle Place 14 44 3'14.3 20 
Westbury 577 563 97.6 157 
Hicksville 3,328 3,331 100.1 120 
Syosset 1,221 1,235 101.1 118 
Cold Sorino Harbor 969 945 97.5 0 
Huntington 3,820 3,636 95.2 266 
Greenlawn 435 239 !)4.9 0 
Northport 1,046 623 59.6 0 
Kinos Park 771 564 n.2 12 
Smithtown 794 338 42.6 0 
St. James 312 163 52.2 0 
Stony Brook 444 313 ~ro.5 0 
Port Jefferson 518 252 48.6 0 
Branch Total 15 617 13 547 86.7 1 082 

Oyster Bay Branch 
East Williston 201 192 95.5 50 
Albertson 77 21 27.3 61 
Roslyn 336 226 137.3 61 
Greenvale 190 69 a6.3 13 
Glen Head 168 116 69.0 10 
Sea Cliff 133 96 72.2 0 
Glen Street 132 84 63.6 0 
Glen Cove 161 122 75.8 0 
Locust Valley 187 185 98.9 0 
Mill Neck N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Oyster Bay 338 35 '10.4 0 
Branch Total 1 923 1146 59.6 195 

West Hempstead Branch 
St. Albans N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Westwood 62 44 71.0 0 
Malverne 188 173 92.0 0 
Lakeview 55 52 94.5 18 
Hempstead Gardens 0 0 N/A 52 
West Hempstead 980 384 :39.2 0 
Branch Total 1 285 653 .50.8 70 
Long Beach Branch 

Lynbrook 940 677 '72.0 91 
Centre Avenue 116 88 '75.9 6 
East Rockaway 169 167 98.8 0 
Oceanside 561 562 100.2 67 
Island Park 466 458 98.3 0 
LonQ Beach 223 200 :39.7 262 
Branch Total 2,475 2,152 86.9 426 

Notes: 
Numbers include on- and off-street parking spaces available to commuters from all 
sources-LIRR, municipal or private. 
Cars parked in lots but out-of-space are included. On-street parking is not included in 
utilization percent, because of the difficulty in quantifying the number of available spaces. 
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parking levels due to the small or insufficient amount of parking currently in existence at the sta
tion itself. 

FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

In determining traffic volumes at the various LIRR station study area intersections in the future, 
baseline background traffic growth rates were applied to existing traffic volumes. For Nassau 
County, a 0.75 percent per year traffic growth rate was used, as suggested by the Traffic Engi
neering Director's Office of the Nassau County DPW; for western Suffolk County, 2 percent 
growth per year was assumed, as suggested by the Suffolk County DPW (there were no analysis 
locations in eastern Suffolk County). Compounded annually, these growth rates would produce 
an overall traffic growth of about 9 percent at analysis locations in Nassau County and about 27 
percent in Suffolk County for year 2010. 

For traffic impact analyses within Nassau and Suffolk Counties, the generally accepted practice 
on Long Island is to define significant impacts as any degradation in an LOS (e.g., LOS D to E), 
including even degradation from LOS A to B or C (even though this can be qualified as still 
being within acceptable conditions). For the purposes of this EIS, deterioration from LOS A to 
B, and from LOS A or B to C were not considered significant impacts requiring mitigation, 
since they would still be within acceptable flow conditions, but deterioration from LOS C to D 
was considered significant. In Nassau and Suffolk Counties, deterioration from LOS F to F* 
would be considered a significant impact, as would significant deterioration within LOS E or F 
(although this is subjective, depending on the judgement of the reviewing agency). For the pur
poses of this EIS, deterioration within LOSE or F (including deterioration from LOS F to F*) 
was considered significant if it included delay increases of 10 second~. or more (thus following 
the criteria cited previously for intersection analyses in New York City). 

The detailed traffic analyses that follow focus on year 2010 conditions, since that is a realistic 
time frame for predicting traffic growth with and without the Preferred Alternative. It is substan
tially more difficult to predict background traffic growth rates and conditions at local intersec
tions so far in the future, let alone the impacts of the Preferred Alternative in 20 years. At the 
growth rates assumed in the year 2010 analyses, overall background traffic growth of 18 percent 
in Nassau County and 55 percent in western Suffolk County would be expected by the year 
2020. Due to the more conjectural nature of conditions in the year 2020 and the determination 
that the volume of vehicle trips generated by the Preferred Alternative over No Action condi
tions in the year 2020 is only negligibly higher than its counterpart in the year 2010, a sample 
set of traffic analysis locations is addressed for the year 2020. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Traffic 

As shown in Table 9E-5, overall, under the future No Action Alternative, 16 of the 39 intersec
tions would operate at overall LOS A orB in the AM peak hour, 6 would be at LOS C, 6 at LOS 
D, and 11 at overall LOSE or Fin the year 2010. This represents a substantial deterioration 
from existing traffic conditions, characterized by two intersections at overall LOS D and none 
at LOSE or F. The analysis also indicates that 22 of the 39 intersections would have at least one 
traffic movement at an unacceptable LOS E or F, as opposed to 7 intersections with similar 
characteristics under existing conditions. 
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Table 9E-5 

Traffic Level of Service Summary Comparison: 
Existing vs. Future No Action and Preferred Alternatives 

(Year 2010) 

Preferred 
Existing No Action Alternative 

Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Intersections@ Overall LOS AlB 23 24 16 13 16 13 
Intersections@ Overall LOS C 14 13 6 10 6 7 
Intersections @ Overall LOS D 2 2 6 6 5 5 
Intersections@ Overall LOS E/F 0 0 11 1 10 12 14 
Intersections with Movements at LOSE or F 7 10 22 24 22 25 
Intersections with Significant Traffic Impacts N/A N/A N/A N/A 11 13 

In the PM peak hour, the year 2010 LOS findings were very similar-13 of the 39 intersections 
would operate at overall LOS A orB, 10 at LOS C, 6 at LOS D, and 10 at overall LOS E or F in 
the year 2010, as opposed to just 2 intersections operating at overalll LOS D conditions and cur
rently none at LOS E or F conditions. Under the future No Action Alternative, 24 of the 39 in
tersections would have at least one traffic movement at LOSE or Fin the PM peak hour, as op
posed to just 10 intersections having similar characteristics under existing conditions. 

The conclusions are not surprising given a steady traffic growth rate accumulating to a substan
tial overall growth percentage to the 2010 analysis year. 

The detailed intersection-by-intersection LOS analysis findings are presented in Table 9E-6. 
Many of the intersections expected to be operating at unacceptable LOS E or F conditions 
would be characterized by extreme delays, as indicated by the LOS F* resulting from the de
tailed capacity analysis. 

Traffic conditions at the eight grade crossing analysis locations were modeled under the future 
No Action Alternative. This analysis assumed that the number of trains crossing at each location 
would remain the same as under existing conditions and that traffic volumes would increase ac
cording to background growth rates. The findings of the year 2010 analyses are shown in Table 
9E-7 and discussed below. 

In the AM peak hour, the average maximum queues of vehicles waiting to cross the LIRR tracks 
while the crossing gates are activated would generally increase by two vehicles or fewer, except 
at one location. At Port Jefferson station, vehicle queues along north- and southbound Main 
Street would increase by an estimated seven and five vehicles, respectively. The delay time to 
the "average" vehicle crossing the tracks at the eight analysis locations would be 2 seconds or 
less, except for westbound Pine Aire Drive traffic approaching Executive Drive and the LIRR 
crossing at Deer Park station, which would experience delay increases of about 4 seconds. This 
condition would not be considered a significant impact to motorists, assuming that the 10 
seconds of additional delay threshold used to identify significant impacts for signalized intersec
tions are applied to at-grade crossing locations as well. 
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Table 9E-6 
No Action and Preferred Alternatives (Year 2010) 

Traffic Level of Service Summaries: 
Long Island Rail Road Station Areas 

I AM Peak Hour I PM Peak Hour 

Intersection Existing No Action Preferred Existing No Action Preferred 

Mineola 

Old Country Road and Mineola Boulevard/ D D D c F* F* 
Franklin Avenue 

Mineola Boulevard and 2nd Street B F* F* c F* F* 

Hicksville 
Route 106 and West John Street c c c c F* F* 

Route 106 and Duffy Avenue c D D D F* F* 
Route 107 and East John Street c c c c c c 
Woodbury Road and Bay Avenue/East B B B B B B 
Barclay Street 

Huntington 

Route 11 0 and Broadway/Railroad Street c c c c F* F* 

Park Avenue and Broadway B F* F* B c F* 

Ronkonkoma 

Hawkins Avenue and LIE North Service c D D c c c 
Road 
Hawkins Avenue and LIE South Service c D D c c F* 
Road 
Hawkins Avenue and Union Avenue B B B B c c 
Ronkonkoma Avenue Ramp and Railroad A A A A A A 
Avenue 

Babylon 

Deer Park Avenue and Park Avenue B F* F* B D D 

Deer Park Avenue and Railroad Avenue A B B B D E 

Deer Park Avenue and West Main Street B c c c F* F* 

Great Neck 
Middle Neck Road and North Station Plaza B F* F* B F* F* 

Middle Neck Road and South Station Plaza B F* F* B c c 
Port Washington 

Main Street and Port Washington Boulevard c F* F* B c D 

Main Street and LIRR Station Entrance A A A A A A 

Deer Park 
Executive Drive and Lonq Island Avenue B B B c D D 

Executive Drive and Pine Aire Drive c F* F* c D D 

Merrick 

Merrick Avenue and Sunrise Highway D F* F* c D D 

Merrick Avenue and Broadcast Plaza A A A A A A 

Merrick Avenue and Smith Street c D D c F* F* 

Hempstead 
Main Street and West Columbia Street B B B B B B 
Main Street and Fulton Street (Route 24) B B B B B B 

Fulton Street (Route 24) and Washington c F* F* c F* F* 
Avenue 
Long Beach 

West Park Avenue and Parking Lot B B B B B B 
Entrance 
West Park Avenue and Center Street B B B B B B 

West Park Avenue and Edwards Boulevard B B B B B B 
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Table 9E-6 (Continued) 
No Action (Year 2010) and Preferred Alternatives: 

Intersection Existing 

Bayside 

Bell Boulevard and Northern Boulevard B 

Bell Boulevard and 41st Avenue c 
Valley Stream 

South Franklin Avenue and Sunrise Hiqhwav B 

South Franklin Avenue and West Hawthorne B 
Avenue 

South Franklin Avenue and Merrick Road B 

Port Jefferson 

Main Street (Route 25A\ and LIRR Entrance A 

Main Street (Route 25A) and North Country c 
Road 

Malverne 

Hempstead Avenue and Utterby Road c 
Hempstead Ave./Francis St./LIRR Entrance B 

Note: Overall intersection LOS is shown. 

Traffic Level of Service Summaries 
Long Island Rail Road Station Areas 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

No Action Preferred Existing No Action Preferred 

F* F* B c c 
D F* B D F* 

B B B B B 

B B B B B 

B B B c c 

A A A B B 

F* F* D F* F* 

c c B B B 

c c B c c 

Table 9E-7 

LIRR Grade Crossing Impacts: No Action Alternative (Year 2010) 
vs. Existing Conditions 

Additional Queue Length Additional Stopped Time at 
Additional (vehicles) the Gate 

Train 
Location Crossings NB SB NB SB 

AM Peak Hour 
New Hyde Park Road (New Hyde Park)** 0 +2 0 - * -
Willis Avenue (Mineola) 0 0 +1 - -
Franklin Avenue (Garden City) 0 +2 +1 - -

Robbins Lane CS asset) 0 +2 0 - -

Jackson Avenue (Syosset) 0 +2 +1 - -
Main Street (Port Jefferson) 0 +7 +5 - -

Hempstead Avenue (Malverne) 0 +2 0 - -
Executive Drive (Deer Park) 0 EB +2 SBO EB- SB-

WB+2 WB 4 sec. 

PM Peak Hour 
New Hyde Park Road (New Hyde Park)** 0 +1 +1 - * -
Willis Avenue (Mineola) 0 +1 +1 - -
Franklin Avenue (Garden City) 0 +1 +2 - -
Robbins Lane (Syosset) 0 +1 +1 - -
Jackson Avenue (Syosset) 0 +2 +3 - 2 sec. 

Main Street (Port Jefferson) 0 +6 +7 - -
Hempstead Avenue (Malverne) 0 +1 +2 - -
Executive Drive (Deer Park) 0 EB +1 SB+5 EB- SB 7 sec. 

WB+3 WB-

Notes: 
* - = Negligible, i.e., under 2 seconds. 
** These grade crossings may be eliminated in conjunction with the Main Line Third Track Project 
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In the PM peak hour, the average maximum queues of vehicles waiting to cross the LIRR tracks 
while the crossing gates have been activated would generally increase by two vehicles or fewer, 
except for the following three locations: at Port Jefferson station, vehicle queues along north
and southbound Main Street would increase by an estimated 6 and 7 vehicles, respectively; at 
Syosset station, north- and southbound queues along Main Street are e3timated to increase by 2 
and 3 vehicles, respectively; and at Deer Park station, westbound queues along Pine Aire Drive 
and southbound queues along Executive Drive are estimated to increase by 3 and 5 vehicles, re
spectively. The delay time to the "average" vehicle crossing the tracks at the eight analysis loca
tions would be 2 seconds or less, except for southbound Executive Drive approaching the LIRR 
crossing at Deer Park station. Vehicles here would experience delay increases of about 7 
seconds. This condition would not be considered a significant impact to motorists (assuming 
that 10 seconds of additional delay is the threshold for significant impact), but it approaches the 
threshold of one. 

For year 2020 No Action conditions, traffic analyses were conducted fix five of the stations en
compassing 14 intersections. These five stations were Bayside, Great Neck, Hicksville, Deer 
Park, and Ronkonkoma, and they reflect five of the busiest LIRR stations addressed in this EIS. 
In the AM peak hour, 2 of the 14 intersections will operate at overall LOS A orB, 2 at LOS C, 
1 at LOS D, and 9 at LOS F. Of the 14 intersections, 11 will have at least one traffic movement 
at LOSE or Fin the AM peak hour. In the PM peak hour, 1 of the 14 intersections will operate 
at overall LOS A orB, 3 at LOS C, none at LOS D, and 10 at LOS F. Of the 14 intersections, 12 
will have at least one traffic movement at LOSE or F. One key LIRR grade crossing location 
was also analyzed for year 2020 No Action conditions: Deer Park station. Vehicular traffic will 
experience substantially longer queuing and delays westbound (for right turns delayed while 
waiting for opportunities to cross the tracks) in the AM peak hour and southbound in the PM 
peak hour. 

Parking 

For the evaluation of station parking conditions under the No Action Alternative, LIRR rider
ship growth projections were compared with parking supply increases anticipated by LIRR with
out the Preferred Alternative. 

No Action parking conditions in the year 2010 were determined using LIRR ridership projec
tions that estimated the volume of new riders generated at each station and assume modal splits 
and average vehicle occupancy rates similar to existing conditions. This analysis identified the 
following ridership growth factors branch-by-branch: 

• Babylon +19.3% 

• Far Rockaway +12.0% 

• Hempstead +4.0% 

• Long Beach +17.2% 

• Montauk +64.0% 

• Oyster Bay +50.6% 

• Port Jefferson +33.6% 

• Port Washington +3.4% 

• Ronkonkoma +31.0% 

• West Hempstead +26.2% 
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LIRR anticipates parking increases at 28 LIRR stations, ranging from fewer than 10 spaces at 
some stations to as many as 300 or more spaces at others. Major increases are currently progra
mmed at Bellmore (250 spaces), Deer Park (300 spaces), Farmingdale (357 spaces), Lindenhurst 
(118 spaces), Lynbrook (100 spaces), Port Jefferson (160 spaces), Speonk (125 spaces), and 
Valley Stream (230 spaces). Overall, an increase of 2,3 82 parking spaces are currently planned 
to be added (excluding additional spaces that may be created at stations currently under study, 
but which are not yet planned). 

A detailed station-by-station parking space utilization comparison is presented in Table 9E-8. 
As shown, numerous LIRR stations can be expected to experience significant parking shortfalls 
in the No Action Alternative. The number of stations experiencing parking utilization rates in 
excess of 100 percent can be expected to more than double, increasing from the current 22 to 51 
stations in the No Action Alternative. Three branches-Babylon, Port Jefferson, and Ronkon
koma-would experience overall parking utilization conditions that would increase from current 
rates less than 100 percent to future No Action rates in excess of 100 percent. This would occur 
even with the expected parking increase improvements. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

Under the TSM Alternative, LIRR ridership would be only marginally higher in the year 2010--
1. 7 percent higher-than under the No Action Alternative. Over the 4-hour AM peak period, 
ridership increases under the TSM Alternative would be about 15 percent of the increase pro
jected for the Preferred Alternative, which is analyzed below. Therefore, it can be assumed that 
peak hour vehicle traffic generated at each LIRR station would also be about 15 percent of the 
traffic that was determined to be generated at these stations under the Preferred Alternative. 

Table 9E-9 presents the projected vehicle traffic generated at each of the 15 stations analyzed 
in detail, compared with the traffic generation at each station under the Preferred Alternative. 

Since the Preferred Alternative would generate six to seven times the volume of traffic at these 
stations compared to the TSM Alternative, and since all significant traffic impacts created by the 
Preferred Alternative were found to be mitigatable via standard non-capital intensive traffic en
gineering measures (see the discussion below), it can readily be concluded either that the TSM 
Alternative would not generate significant impacts or that its impacts would also be readily 
mitigatable. 

Regarding station parking demands, the TSM Alternative would also generate a far smaller de
mand for parking than would the Preferred Alternative, since it would generate and be able to 
service just a modest number of new riders. Station-by-station parking demands under the TSM 
Alternative were also estimated as 15 percent of the increased demand for the Preferred Alter
native, as shown in Table 9E-10. 

In several of the station "cases" examined above, parking increases are so small that they can be 
considered either negligible or within the range of day-to-day variation. They would therefore 
not require significant mitigation-i.e., expansion of the parking lot or creation of new parking 
facilities. The one notable exception would be at Ronkonkoma, where a combination of existing 
parking space shortfalls and a projected parking demand increase of 139 spaces would create a 
need for mitigation. 
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Table 9E-8 
No Action and Preferred Alternatives (Year 2010) Parking Capacity 

and Utilization at LIRR Stations 
No Action Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Off-Street Off-Street 
Off-Street Parking Utilization Parked Parking Utilization Parked 

Station Capacity Usage (percent) On-Street Usage (percent) On-Street 

Babylon Branch 
Rockville Centre 1,419 1,650 116.3 119 1,744 122.9% 126 
Baldwin 1,302 1,458 112.0 341 1,541 118.4 361 
Freeport 1,152 915 79.4 116 967 84.0 122 
Merrick 1,563 1,942 124.3 191 2,053 131.1 202 
Bellmore 1,823 1,927 105.7 17 2,037 111.7 18 
Wantagh 1,508 1,846 122.4 60 1,951 129.4 63 
Seaford 1,148 1,387 120.9 0 1,467 127.7 0 
Massapequa 1,798 2,137 118.8 183 2,258 125.6 193 
Massapequa Park 723 836 115.7 69 884 122.3 73 
Amitvville 625 598 95.6 0 632 101.1 0 
Copiague 742 915 123.3 111 967 130.3 117 
Lindenhurst 908 805 88.7 191 851 93.7 202 
Babylon 2,043 2,029 99.3 44 2,145 105.0 47 
Branch Total 16 754 18 445 110.1 1 441 19 496 116.4 1523 

Ronkonkoma Branch 
Bethpage 889 1,208 135.9 131 1,360 153.0 148 
Farmingdale 845 702 83.1 66 791 93.6 74 
Pinelawn N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NA 
Wyandanch 1,011 1,361 134.6 34 1,533 151.6 38 
Deer Park 1,361 1,909 140.2 333 2.149 157.9 375 
Brentwood 871 781 89.6 43 879 100.9 49 
Central Islip 922 1,499 162.5 0 1 687 183.0 0 
Ronkonkoma 4,998 7,067 141.4 219 7.958 159.2 246 
Holtsville N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Medford 20 9 45.9 0 10 51.6 0 
Yaphank 42 3 6.2 0 3 7.0 0 
Riverhead 22 22 101.2 0 25 114.0 0 
Mattituck 71 42 59.0 0 47 66.5 0 
Southold 20 1 6.6 0 1 7.4 0 
Greenport 99 64 64.8 0 72 73.0 0 
Branch Total 11 171 14 668 131.3 826 16 515 147.8 930 

Hempstead Branch 
Hollis N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Queens Village 87 64 74.1 0 77 88.2% 0 
Bellerose 42 38 91.6 0 46 109.0% 0 
Floral Park 636 553 87.0 30 658 103.5% 36 
Stewart Manor 157 148 94.1 0 176 111.9% 0 
Nassau Boulevard 249 256 102.7 0 304 122.3% 0 
Garden City 373 384 102.9 20 457 122.4% 24 
Country Life Press 417 140 33.7 0 167 40.1% 0 
Hempstead 896 786 87.8 0 936 104.4% 0 
Branch Total 2,857 2 370 83.0 50 2 820 98.7% 60 
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Table 9E-8 (Continued) 

No Action and Preferred Alternatives (Year 2010) Parking Capacity 
and Utilization at LIRR Stations 

No Action Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Off-Street Off-Street 
Off-Street Parking Utilization Parked Parking Utilization Parked 

Station Capacity Usage (percent) On-Street Usage (percent) On-Street 

Far Rockaway Branch 
Locust Manor 0 0 N/A 25 0 N/A 26 
Laurelton 52 58 112.0 11 61 118.0 12 
Rosedale 211 50 23.9 146 53 25.2 153 
Valley Stream 1,515 1 '191 78.6 48 1,255 82.8 51 
Gibson 71 76 107.3 22 80 113.1 24 
Hewlett 815 996 122.2 21 1,049 128.8 22 
Woodmere 306 318 103.9 448 335 109.6 472 
Cedarhurst 797 701 88.0 34 739 92.7 35 
Lawrence 201 127 63.0 34 133 66.4 35 
Inwood 212 118 55.5 0 124 58.5 0 
Far Rockaway 150 1 0.7 0 1 0.8 0 
Branch Total 4 330 3 636 84.0 789 3 832 88.5 830 

Montauk Branch 

Bay Shore 499 482 96.6 0 488 97.8 0 
Islip 445 303 68.2 0 307 69.0 0 
Great River 121 97 80.0 0 98 80.9 0 
Oakdale 271 159 58.7 0 161 59.4 0 

Savville 535 587 109.7 0 594 111.1 0 
Patchoque 653 449 68.8 0 455 69.0 0 
Bellport 35 0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0 
Center Moriches N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Mastic-Shirley 195 203 104.3 0 206 105.5 0 
Speonk 305 159 52.2 2 161 52.8 2 

Westhampton 88 13 14.9 0 13 15.1 0 
Quogue N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Hampton Bays 190 49 25.9 0 50 26.2 0 
Southampton 99 72 72.9 0 73 73.8 0 
Southampton Campus N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Bridgehampton 85 82 96.5 0 83 97.6 0 

East Hampton 373 169 45.3 30 171 45.8 30 
Amagansett 35 33 93.7 0 33 94.8 0 
Montauk 60 5 8.2 0 5 8.3 0 

Branch Total 3 989 2 863 71.8 32 2 898 72.6 32 

Port WashinQton Branch 
Flushing 572 591 103.4 0 714 124.9 0 
Murray Hill 0 0 N/A 326 0 N/A 393 

Broadway 79 93 117.8 688 112 142.3 831 
Auburndale 0 0 N/A 868 0 N/A 1,048 

Bayside 75 50 66.2 1,033 60 79.9 1,248 
Douolaston 118 123 104.3 517 149 126.0 625 
Little Neck 113 115 101.6 414 139 122.7 500 
Great Neck 360 367 102.0 0 443 123.3 0 
Manhasset 496 508 102.4 0 613 123.6 0 
Plandome 255 175 68.5 0 211 82.8 0 
Port Washinoton 795 801 100.8 0 968 121.8 0 
Branch Total 2 863 2 823 98.6 3 844 3 409 119.1 4 644 
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Table 9E-8 (Continued) 
No Action and Preferred Alternatives (Year 2010) Parking Capacity 

and Utilization at LIRR Stations 
No Action Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Off-Street Off-Street 
Off-Street Parking Utilization Parked Parking Utilization Parked 

Station Capacity Usage (percent) On-Street Usage (percent) On-Street 

Port Jefferson Branch 
New Hyde Park 651 783 120.3 102 815 125.2 106 
Merillon Avenue 153 223 145.8 0 232 151.8 0 
Mineola 564 732 129.8 418 762 135.1 435 
Carle Place 14 59 419.9 27 61 437.1 28 
Westbury 583 752 129.0 210 783 134.3 218 
Hicksville 3,328 4,450 133.7 160 4,633 139.2 167 
Syosset 1,221 1,650 135.1 158 1,718 140.7 164 
Cold Spring Harbor 969 1,263 130.3 0 1,314 135.6 0 
Huntinqton 3,820 4,858 127.2 355 5,057 132.4 370 
Greenlawn 452 319 70.6 0 332 73.5 0 
Northport 1,096 832 75.9 0 866 79.1 0 
Kinos Park 771 754 97.7 16 784 101.7 17 
Smithtown 794 452 56.9 0 470 59.2 0 
St. James 312 218 69.8 0 227 72.7 0 
Stony Brook 444 415 94.2 0 435 98.0 0 
Port Jefferson 678 337 49.7 0 350 51.7 0 
Branch Total 15 850 18 099 114.2 1 446 18 839 118.9 1 505 

Oyster Bay Branch 

East Williston 201 289 143.9 75 291 144.6 76 
Albertson 77 32 41.1 92 32 41.3 92 
Roslyn 336 340 101.3 92 342 101.8 92 
Greenvale 190 104 54.7 20 104 55.0 20 
Glen Head 168 175 104.0 15 176 104.5 15 
Sea Cliff 133 145 108.7 0 145 109.2 0 
Glen Street 132 127 95.8 0 127 96.3 0 
Glen Cove 161 184 114.1 0 185 114.7 0 
Locust Valley 187 279 149.0 0 280 149.7 0 
Mill Neck N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Oyster Bay 338 53 15.6 0 53 15.7 0 
Branch Total 1 923 1 726 89.7 294 1 735 90.2 295 

West Hempstead Branch 
St. Albans N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Westwood 62 56 89.6 0 67 107.8 0 
Malverne 188 218 116.1 0 263 139.8 0 
Lakeview 55 66 119.3 23 79 143.7 27 
Hempstead Gardens 0 0 N/A 66 0 N/A 79 

W. Hempstead 980 485 49.4 0 583 59.5 0 
Branch Total 1285 824 64.1 88 992 77.2 106 

Long Beach Branch 
Lynbrook 1,040 793 76.3 107 823 79.1 111 
Centre Avenue 133 103 77.5 7 107 80.4 7 
East Rockaway 169 196 115.8 0 203 120.1 0 
Oceanside 580 659 113.6 79 683 117.8 81 
Island Park 466 537 115.2 0 557 119.4 0 
Lonq Beach 223 234 105.1 307 243 109.0 318 
Branch Total 2,611 2,522 96.6 499 2,615 100.2 518 
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Table 9E-9 
Vehicle Trips Generated at LIRR 

Stations Under the TSM Alternative 
(AM Peak Hour, Year 2010) 

Vehicle Trips 

TSM Preferred 
Station Alternative Alternative 

Bayside 28 1EI9 
Great Neck 26 11'6 
Port Washington 29 193 
Mineola 2 16 
Hicksville 20 B2 
Huntinqton 14 90 
Port Jefferson 1 4 
Lonq Beach 1 8 
Hempstead 5 ~16 

Malverne 1 5 
Valley Stream 4 27 
Merrick 6 ~17 

Babylon 11 i'2 
Deer Park 10 B4 
Ronkonkoma 41 21'0 

Table 9E-10 

Parking Demand Generated at LIRR Stations 
Under the No Action and TSM Alternatives 

vs. the Preferred Alternative (Year 201 0) 
New Parking Needs 

No Action TSM Preferred 
Station Alternative Alternative Alternative 

Bayside 36 34 225 
Great Neck 12 11 76 
Port Washington 26 25 167 
Mineola 289 7 47 
Hicksville 1 159 28 189 
Huntington 1,311 32 214 
Port Jefferson 85 2 14 
Lonq Beach 79 3 20 
Hempstead 30 22 149 
Malverne 45 7 45 
Valley Stream 133 10 64 
Merrick 345 18 122 
Babylon 335 18 119 
Deer Park 531 42 282 
Ronkonkoma 1,724 139 927 
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Traffic 

Traffic impacts of the Preferred Alternative are related to the number of new riders projected to 
use each LIRR station; specifically, the number of auto trips that these new riders would 
generate. The volume of new riders that would drive or be dropped off/picked up by car or taxi 
(modal split) was determined using projected LIRR ridership growth percentages and modal 
split data for each of the 15 analysis stations. This analysis identified the following ridership 
growth factors that can be expected for each branch for the year 2010 in addition to the growth 
expected in the No Action conditions (as outlined above): 

• Babylon + 5.7% 

• Far Rockaway + 5.4% 

• Hempstead +19.0% 

• Long Beach + 3.7% 

• Montauk + 1.2% 

• Oyster Bay + 0.5% 

• Port Jefferson + 4.1% 

• Port Washington +20.8% 

• Ronkonkoma +12.6% 

• West Hempstead +20.4% 

The modal splits for vehicle traffic ranged from 32 percent by auto at Malverne; 43 to 48 per
cent by auto at Bayside, Long Beach, and Great Neck; to 95 to 99 percent at Huntington, Deer 
Park, and Ronkonkoma. At most of the remaining stations, about 80 to 90 percent of their riders 
arrive by auto, most of which park at the station; many others are dropped off by someone else. 

Average vehicle occupancy rates were then established by survey for a sample set of stations, 
and indicated that the average auto occupancy at Long Island stations was 1.08. Therefore, the 
vast majority of cars parked at Long Island stations or used to drop off riders had just one com
muter in them. The small number of vehicles with two or more commuters raised the average to 
1.08. 

Based on this trip generation, modal split, and average vehicle occupancy information, the 
volume of vehicle traffic that is expected to be generated by the Preferred Alternative was de
termined for each of the 15 analysis stations (see Table 9E-11). Vehicle pick-ups or drop-offs 
are counted as two vehicle "trips" to reflect that each car or taxi coming to drop off a rider is 
both an arriving and departing vehicle trip. Traffic expected to be gwerated by the Preferred 
Alternative in the year 2020 would be only slightly higher-17 additional vehicle trips in the 
AM peak hour at Bayside (i.e., 206 vehicle trips in 2020 versus 189 in the year 201 0), 16 addi
tional vehicle trips at Great Neck, 10 at Hicksville, 8 at Deer Park, and 29 at Ronkonkoma. 

The vehicle trips expected to be generated at each of the stations analyzed were then assigned 
to the local street network to determine future (with the Preferred Alternative) traffic LOSs and 
the potential for significant traffic impacts at the 15 "test" stations. An overview comparison of 
future No Action and Preferred Alternatives was shown previously in Table 9E-5 for the year 
2010. 
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Table 9E-11 
Vehicle Trips Generated at LIRR Stations by the 

Preferred Alternative (AM Peak Hour, Year 2010) 

Vehicle Trips Vehicle Pick-up or Total Generated 
Station Parking at Station Drop-off Trips Vehicle Trips 

Bayside 95 47 X 2 = 94 189 
Great Neck 90 43 X 2 = 86 176 
Port Washington 111 41 X 2 = 82 193 
Mineola 10 3x2=6 16 
Hicksville 106 13 X 2 = 26 132 
Huntington 78 6 X 2 = 12 90 
Port Jefferson 2 1x2=2 4 
Long Beach 6 1x2=2 8 
Hemj)_stead 24 6 X 2 = 12 36 
Malverne 3 1x2=2 5 
Valley Stream 19 4x2=8 27 
Merrick 29 4x2=8 37 
Babylon 44 14 X 2 = 28 72 
Deer Park 52 6 X 2 = 12 64 
Ronkonkoma 228 21 X 2 = 42 270 

Overall, in the year 2010, the Preferred Alternative can be expected to create significant traffic 
impacts at 11 of the 39 intersections analyzed in the AM peak hour and at 13 intersections in the 
PM peak hour. Table 9E-5 indicates that, for the most part, intersections expected to operate at 
clearly acceptable LOSs A, B or C would generally continue to operate at similar LOSs. Several 
intersections operating at marginally acceptable/unacceptable LOS D under the No Action 
Alternative would deteriorate into unacceptable LOS E or F. Some intersections would ex
perience significantly increased delays within conditions that are already LOS E or F. Intersec
tion-by-intersection LOS findings are shown in Table 9E-12. Additional details on average vehi
cle delays and volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios are provided in the Technical Appendix, which 
gives a more detailed comparison of the No Action and Preferred Alternatives for each traffic 
movement at each of the 39 intersections analyzed. 

It is even more important to note that each of the significant traffic impacts identified in this 
analysis can be mitigated using standard traffic engineering improvements, such as signal 
phasing and/or timing changes, restriping traffic lanes to provide: slightly additional or recon
figured lane widths, and/or more restrictive parking regulations. These are the types of traffic 
capacity improvements typically implemented at the state or coun~y level as part of a transporta
tion agencies' standard responsibilities. None of the significant traffic impacts identified would 
require costly engineering improvements, such as roadway widenings. A description of the types 
of mitigation measures that might be needed to accommodate the traffic demands associated 
with the Preferred Alternative in the year 2010 follows for locations that would have significant 
impacts. 

At the Great Neck station area, both intersections analyzed along Middle Neck Road-at Station 
Plaza North and at Station Plaza South-would have significant impacts. These are the two in
tersections located right at the edge of the LIRR station area that would be the focus of new 
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Table 9E-12 
Preferred Alternative Traffic Level of Service and Significant Impact 

Summaries: Long Island Rail Road Station Areas (Year 2010) 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

No Preferred Sign if. No Preferred Signif. 
Intersection Action Alternative Impact Action Alternative Impact 

Mineola 

Old Country Road and Mineola Boulevard/Franklin D D - F* F* -
Avenue 

Mineola Boulevard and 2nd Street F* F* - F* F* -
Hicksville 

Route 106 and West John Street c c - F* F* -
Route 106 and Duffy Avenue D D yes F* F* yes 

Route 107 and East John Street c c - c c -
Woodbury Road and Bay Avenue/East Barclay B B - B B -
Street 

Huntington 

Route 110 and Broadway/Railroad Street c c - F* F* -
Park Avenue and Broadway F* F* yes c F* yes 

Ronkonkoma 

Hawkins Avenue and LIE North Service Road D D yes c c -
Hawkins Avenue and LIE South Service Road D D - c F* yes 

Hawkins Avenue and Union Avenue B B - c c yes 

Ronkonkoma Avenue Ramp and Railroad Avenue A A - A A -

Ba~on 

Deer Park and Park Avenues F* F* _yes D D ves 

Deer Park and Railroad Avenues B B yes D E yes 

Deer Park Avenue and West Main Street c c - F* F* yes 

Great Neck 

Middle Neck Road and North Station Plaza F* F* ves F* F* ves 

Middle Neck Road and South Station Plaza F* F* yes c c yes 

Port Washington 

Main Street and Port Washington Boulevard F* F* yes c D yes 

Main Street and LIRR Station Entrance A A - A A -
Deer Park 

Executive Drive and Long Island Avenue B B - D D -
Executive Drive and Pine Aire Drive F* F* yes D D -
Merrick 

Merrick Avenue and Sunrise Hiohwav F* F* - D D -
Merrick Avenue and Broadcast Plaza A A - A A -

Merrick Avenue and Smith Street D D - F* F* yes 

Hempstead 

Main Street and West Columbia Street B B - B B -
Main Street and Fulton Street (Route 24) B B - B B -
Fulton St. (Route 24) and Washington Avenue F* F* - F* F* -

Long Beach 

West Park Avenue and Parking Lot Entrance B B - B B -
West Park Avenue and Center Street B B - B B -

West Park Avenue and Edwards Boulevard B B - B B -
Bayside 

Bell Boulevard and Northern Boulevard F* F* ves c c -

Bell Boulevard and 41st Avenue D F* _yes D F* yes 
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Table 9E-12 (Continued) 

Preferred Alternative Traffic Level of Service and Significant Impact 
Summaries: Long Island Rail Road Station Areas (Year 201 0) 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

No Preferred Signif. No Preferred Signif. 
Intersection Action Alternative Impact Action Alternative Impact 

Valley Stream 

South Franklin Avenue and Sunrise Highway B B -- B B yes 

South Franklin Avenue and West Hawthorne B B -- B B -
Avenue 

South Franklin Avenue and Merrick Road B B -- c c -

Port Jefferson 

Main Street (Route 25Al and LIRR Entrance A A -- B B -
Main Street (Route 25A) and North Country Road F* F* -- F* F* -

Malverne 

Hempstead Avenue and Utterby Road c c -- B B -
Hempstead Avenue/Francis Street/LIRR Entrance c c -- c c -

Note: Overall intersection LOS is shown. Significant impacts may occur at locations where the overall LOS 
does not change if one or more traffic movements deteriorate significantly. 

traffic en route to or from the station. However, with traffic lane restripings, signal timing modi
fications, and installation of new actuated lead or left-tum phases, these impacts would be 
mitigated. 

At Hicksville, one of the four intersections analyzed would experience a significant traffic im
pact as a result of the project-Newbridge Road (Route 106) at DuffY Avenue, located at the 
northeast comer of the municipal parking garage which is used by LIRR commuters. This im
pact could be mitigated with minor signal retiming. None of the other intersections analyzed 
would be significantly impacted. 

At Bayside, both intersections analyzed would experience significant impacts and require traffic 
mitigation. At the intersection of Northern Boulevard and Bell Boulevard, which has the 
heaviest traffic volumes in the area, it would be necessary to prohibit parking on the northbound 
Bell Boulevard approach in the AM peak period; re-stripe the eastbound Northern Boulevard ap
proach from its current designation with a shared left-tum/through lane, two through lanes, and 
a right-tum lane, to a left-tum-only lane, two through lanes, and a right-tum lane; andre-time 
the traffic signal. At the Bell Boulevard/41st Avenue intersection, located right across from the 
LIRR station stairwells and the focal point for considerable LIRR rider pick-up and drop-off 
activity, a 2-foot offsetting of the Bell Boulevard centerline to permit inclusion of a northbound 
left-tum lane on Bell Boulevard, plus a retiming of the traffic signal, would be sufficient to miti
gate traffic impacts from the Preferred Alternative. 

At Port Washington, signal retiming would mitigate significant impacts at the intersection of 
Main Street and Port Washington Boulevard. This is the most heavily trafficked intersection in 
the area, traversed by traffic heading toward the LIE, the LIRR station area, and commercial 
Main Street. The other intersection analyzed-at the entrance to the LIRR station from Main 
Street-would not be significantly impacted. 

9£-25 



MT AJLIRR East Side Access FEIS 

At Valley Stream, one of the three intersections analyzed would experience significant im
pacts-Merrick Road and South Franklin Avenue. It would require a minor signal retiming 
during the PM peak hour. 

At Merrick, one of the three intersections analyzed-Merrick A venue and Smith Street-would 
have a significant impact and require a minor signal retiming during the PM peak hour. 

At Babylon, all three intersections analyzed along Deer Park A venue would require traffic im
provements to mitigate expected traffic impacts. At Deer Park and Railroad Avenues, a signifi
cant egress point from the LIRR station, it would be necessary to signalize this currently unsig
nalized intersection. At Deer Park and Park A venues, a key intersection through which station 
and nonstation traffic passes, it would be necessary to remove four on-street parking spaces to 
formally add a second southbound traffic lane at the intersection. There are currently two traffic 
lanes available at the approach to the intersection, but the curb lane is available for a short dis
tance; according to capacity analysis procedures, a greater length is needed for this short lane to 
operate effectively. Signal retiming would also be needed at this location. At Deer Park Avenue 
and Main Street, signal retiming would be needed during the PM peak period. 

One of the two intersections analyzed at Deer Park would experience significant impacts. The 
traffic signal at Pine Aire and Executive Drives on the south side of the LIRR tracks would need 
to be retimed in the AM peak. This would provide additional green signal time to the heavy 
right-tum movement along westbound Pine Aire Drive en route to the LIRR station and Heart
land Industrial Park. 

One of the two intersections analyzed at Huntington would have signifitcant impacts. The signal 
timings at the intersection of Broadway and Park A venue would need to be retimed to be more 
responsive to directional traffic demands. This would entail providing more exclusive green sig
nal time to left turns from northbound Park A venue in the AM peak, and slightly more green 
time to eastbound Broadway in the PM peak. 

At Ronkonkoma, three of the four intersections analyzed would require signal retimings to miti
gate otherwise significant traffic impacts. These intersections are Hawkins and Union A venues, 
one block north of the station (PM peak hour impact), and the intersections of the LIE service 
roads and Hawkins Avenue (one AM impact, one PM impact). 

The analyses conducted at the other five LIRR stations-Mineola, Hempstead, Malverne, Long 
Beach, and Port Jefferson-indicated that significant traffic impacts ar,e not expected and traffic 
mitigation measures would therefore not be needed. 

Since the detailed year 2010 traffic impact analyses were conducted for a representative set of 
15 LIRR stations, it can reasonably be expected that standard traffic engineering improvements 
would likely be sufficient to mitigate traffic impacts that might occur at any of the LIRR's 
numerous other stations. This is based on a detailed analysis of a set of intersections that include 
some of the most heavily trafficked locations near LIRR stations, along key local arterials, and 
within existing commercial areas. 

Traffic conditions at the eight at-grade crossing analysis locations were simulated under the Pre
ferred Alternative for year 2010 conditions. This simulation assumed that the number of trains 
crossing at each location would increase according to the LIRR's anticipated operations plan, 
and that traffic volume increases at these crossing locations would reflect project-generated trips 
to and from adjacent LIRR stations. The findings are shown in Table 9E-13 and discussed 
below. 
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Table 9E-13 
LIRR Grade Crossing Impacts: Preferred Alternative 

vs. No Action Alternative (Year 2010) 

Additional Queue Additional Stopped 
Additional Length (in vehicles) Time at the Gate 

Train 
Location Crossings NB SB NB SB 

AM Peak Hour 
New Hyde Park Road (New Hyde Park)** 13 0 +1 11 sec. 10 sec. 
Willis Avenue (Mineola)** 13 +1 +1 26 sec. 28 sec. 
Franklin Avenue_{_Garden City} 0 0 0 - . -

Robbins Lane (Syosset) 8 0 0 - -

Jackson Avenue (Syosset) 8 0 0 12 sec. 12 sec. 
Main Street (Port Jefferson) 1 0 0 2 sec. -

Hempstead Avenue (Malverne) 0 0 0 - -

Executive Drive (Deer Park) 4 EBO SB +1 EB- SB 2 sec. 
WBO WB 2 sec. 

PM Peak Hour 
New Hyde Park Road (New Hyde Park)** 13 0 0 8 sec. 10 sec. 
Willis Avenue (Mineola)** 13 0 +1 16 sec. 15 sec. 
Franklin Avenue (Garden City) 0 +1 0 - -

Robbins Lane _(_Syosset) 8 0 0 - 2 sec. 
Jackson Avenue (Syosset) 8 0 0 7 sec. 8 sec. 
Main Street (Port Jefferson) 1 +1 0 - -

Hempstead Avenue (Malverne) 0 0 0 - -

Executive Drive (Deer Park) 4 EBO SB +3 EB- SB18 
WB+2 WB- sec. 

Notes: 
* - = Negligible, i.e., under 2 seconds. 
**These grade crossings may be eliminated in conjunction with the Main Line Third Track Project. 

In general, the primary impacts of the Preferred Alternative on traffic delays at at-grade crossing 
locations would result from the increased number of LIRR trains being operated rather than 
from increased traffic generated at these crossing locations. At a number of locations, impacts 
would be attributable to a combination of these two factors. The largest impact at grade 
crossings would be experienced along the Main Line, since the operating plans assumed under 
the Preferred Alternative indicate that 13 additional trains would be operated along this line 
through New Hyde Park and Mineola, with 8 of the 13 additional trains operated through 
Syosset. The findings of the simulated Preferred Alternative analyses are shown in Table 9E-13 
and discussed below. 

In the AM and PM peak hours in the year 2010, the average maximum queues of vehicles 
waiting to cross the LIRR tracks while the crossing gates have been activated are projected to 
increase, generally, by one vehicle or fewer at all analysis locations, with one exception: at Deer 
Park station. Here, PM peak hour queues are projected to increase by two vehicles along west
bound Pine Aire Drive and by three vehicles along southbound Executive Drive. In terms of in
creased stopped delays to vehicles crossing the LIRR tracks at the eight analysis locations, there 
are only a few locations where such delays are projected to be close to the 1 0-second significant 
impact threshold or more than 10 seconds. These are discussed fhrther below. 
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Traffic delay increases are projected to be approximately 10-11 seconds per direction to the 
average vehicle crossing the LIRR tracks along New Hyde Park Road near the New Hyde Park 
station in the AM peak hour, and 8 to 10 seconds in the PM peak hour. Thus, under the Preferred 
Alternative, the average vehicle delay to all vehicles crossing the tracks would range from about 
21 to 25 seconds in both the AM and PM peak hours. If resulting delays at this grade crossing 
were to be viewed as the equivalents of delays at traffic signals, the resulting 21- to 25-second 
delays would be equivalent to LOS C conditions. Although the incremental delay caused by the 
Preferred Alternative would be greater than 10 seconds in the AM peak hour, this LOS C condi
tion would be considered an acceptable LOS and would not constitute a significant traffic 
impact. 

At the Willis Avenue at-grade crossing of the LIRR tracks just east of Mineola station, traffic 
delays would increase by a projected 26 to 28 seconds per vehicle in the AM peak hour and by 
15 to 16 seconds in the PM peak hour. The resulting equivalent LOS would be mid-LOS Din 
both time periods and would not constitute a significant traffic impact on motorists crossing at 
this location, since LOS D is considered marginally acceptable. Prevailing traffic volumes along 
Willis Avenue in this area are generally modest to moderate, with about 150 to 200 vehicles per 
hour per direction crossing the tracks in the AM peak and 250 to 300 vehicles per hour in the 
PM peak. This is a complex crossing location, since the LIRR tracks diverge with one set of 
tracks following the Main Line alignment eastward and the other following the Oyster Bay 
Branch alignment northeastward. Currently, at times when the LIRR crossing gates are activated 
by approaching trains, some vehicle traffic chooses to divert to alternate routes rather than ac
cept the delays by waiting for the crossing gates to stop blocking traffic. This observed reaction 
on the part of drivers would likely continue as the number of trains crossing Willis Avenue in
creases significantly (by 13 in the AM and PM peak hours) and as the resulting delays also 
mcrease. 

At the LIRR at-grade crossing of Jackson Avenue near the Syosset station, traffic delays would 
increase by a projected 12 seconds in the AM peak and 7 to 8 seconds in the PM peak. In both 
analysis periods, the resulting average vehicle delays would be about 18 to 20 seconds, indi
cating LOS C, or acceptable, conditions. 

At Deer Park station, there would be one significant traffic impact at the at-grade crossing loca
tion at the east end of the track, along Executive Drive. This would occur in the PM peak, when 
there is a substantial level of traffic departing the area from the Heartland Industrial Park. South
bound Executive Drive traffic would experience increased delays of about 18 seconds. This con
dition could be partially, if not fully, mitigated by altering the amount of time that the LIRR 
crossing gate is activated, or in the "down" position. Currently, it appears that the gate is 
activated once an eastbound train approaches the Deer Park station, even if that train is slowing 
down to stop at the station. If the point of activation of the crossing gate is changed to the time 
at which the train comes to a full stop in the station, a considerable amount of unnecessary traf
fic delay time at the crossing gate can be saved. 

Traffic analyses were conducted for year 2020 conditions under the Preferred Alternative, for 
the same five LIRR stations and one key grade crossing location addressed for the No Action 
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative can be expected to create significant impacts at II of the 
14 intersections analyzed in the AM peak hour in the year 2020, and at 9 of the 14 intersections 
in the PM peak hour. By comparison, in the year 2010, there would be significant impacts at 7 of 
the 14 intersections in the AM and at 6 intersections in the PM. Analyses at these locations 
indicate that standard traffic operations improvements-such as signal phasing and timing 
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modifications, lane restripings, and parking prohibitions-would be sufficient to mitigate year 
2020 impacts, as was determined for year 2010 conditions, although there would be more such 
locations to be mitigated. 

Year 2020 analyses of the LIRR grade crossing on Executive Drive at the Deer Park station indi
cate that projected significant impacts would be greater than projected for the year 2010, and 
probably could not be fully mitigated by altering the amount of time that the LIRR crossing gate 
is activated, or in the "down position." For example, in the year 2020 PM peak hour analysis 
condition, southbound Executive Drive traffic could experience increased delays of about 2 
minutes due to the combination of additional trains and increased traffic. Potential strategies to 
mitigate these impacts could include grade crossing elimination or construction of parking fa
cilities on the south side of the LIRR tracks to eliminate the need for many auto commuters to 
the station from having to cross the tracks to get to the station's one parking lot. 

Parking 

The LIRR ridership growth projections were utilized to determine impacts on parking at each 
station under the Preferred Alternative in the year 2010. Station-by-station parking projections 
are presented within Table 9E-8. The Preferred Alternative can be expected to increase parking 
demands at each of the LIRR's 124 stations in suburban Queens and Long Island over the levels 
predicted for the No Action Alternative. Several stations would be able to accommodate the 
projected parking demands because there would be sufficient parking space in their parking 
facilities in the future. At other stations where there would be sufficient parking in place without 
the proposed project, the parking demands generated by it would cause shortfalls that would not 
be expected under the No Action Alternative. At still other stations, future parking demands 
even without the Preferred Alternative are projected to exceed future parking capacities-in 
some cases at stations where capacity increases are already planned and where the project could 
exacerbate anticipated parking shortfalls. Defining the parking impacts or "contribution" of the 
project to anticipated parking shortfalls must be viewed on a station-by-station basis. However, 
there are a series of parking mitigation options available, with the selection of the most viable 
options varying by station. 

The parking impact analysis that follows begins with an assessment of potential impacts at the 
15 representative stations profiled and analyzed within this EIS (see Figures 9E-2a and 9E-2b), 
and then proceeds to an extrapolation of findings just as was done for the traffic impact 
analyses. 

At Bayside, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase parking demand by about 225 
spaces over the No Action Alternative. The off-street parking supply at the station is currently 
limited to a single 75-space parking lot, of which only about half of the spaces are long-term 
commuter-type parking. LIRR surveys have indicated that about 1 ,000 riders currently park on 
nearby residential streets or on other streets at some distance from the station. Under the No 
Action Alternative, the parking demand is expected to increase fairly modestly, so the projected 
increase of 225 additional spaces from the Preferred Alternative would place considerable 
burdens on the adjacent residential areas and would be considered a significant impact requiring 
mitigation. It is also possible that at Bayside, which is characterized by a very significant 
percentage of bus use and pick-ups/drop-offs without parking, the transit/pick-up/drop-off share 
would increase to accommodate projected new parking demands. 
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At Great Neck, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase parking demand by about 76 
spaces over the No Action Alternative. The existing supply of off-street parking spaces in the 
station area is currently limited and nearly fully utilized, and can be expected to be fully utilized 
under the No Action Alternative. Mitigation options at this station include adding new off-street 
parking facilities or further encouraging the already significant use of bus access and pick-up/ 
drop-off activity at the station. 

At Port Washington, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase parking demand by about 
167 spaces over the No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, it is projected that 
the parking supply at this station will be 100 percent utilized (current parking utilization is very 
close to that as well). Because of very restrictive parking regulations on the residential streets 
within walking distance of the station, there are few, if any, on-street parkers today; such activi
ty would not be likely to occur in the future. Previous studies have been undertaken (however, 
not by LIRR) to implement shuttle bus service to the station, but so far none have prevailed. 
Therefore, mitigation options at this station could include implementation of shuttle bus service 
as well as the more conventional option of increasing parking supply. 

The Mineola station is projected to have a parking demand increase for 4 7 parking spaces over 
the No Action Alternative. Parking supply at this station currently comprises about 564 off
street spaces and considerable use of on-street metered spaces that allow for long-term com
muter parking south of the tracks. Under the No Action Alternative, parking demands are ex
pected to increase substantially-by about 289 spaces-and would result in demand levels in 
excess of available spaces off-street. This would also test the limit of availability for on-street 
spaces, although there are a number of blocks south of the tracks and west of the immediate 
parking area where metered parking is still available. These two projections-a parking demand 
increase of about 289 spaces in the No Action Alternative and 47 additional spaces under the 
Preferred Alternative-appear to affect future parking planning in the following way. Any mea
sures to increase off-street parking supplies would need to increase the number of spaces incre
mentally to accommodate new riders resulting from the Preferred Alte:mative. The Mineola sta
tion is also a station with a significant level of bus service and pick-up/drop-off activity, so 
transit access should be encouraged. Another option that can be considered here would be im
provement of pick-up/drop-off space to further encourage such activity in lieu of parking de
mands. Current pick-up/drop-off activity occurs on both sides of the 1racks without the benefit 
of design clarity and with significant delays to auto traffic. Improvements to these conditions 
could further encourage pick-ups and drop-offs and reduce the demand for parking to some 
degree. 

At Hicksville, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase parkmg demand by about 189 
spaces over the No Action Alternative. This station currently possesses one of the largest sup
plies of off-street parking of any LIRR station (over 3,300 spaces). These are fully used, in addi
tion to an estimated 120 commuter vehicles parking on-street. Under the No Action Alternative, 
parking demand is projected to increase by about 1,159 spaces and would be a considerable 
challenge to accommodate. The Preferred Alternative is projected to increase parking demand 
at the station by 15 percent (189 additional spaces). Parking solutions at this station to the No 
Action Alternative would invariably need to consider provision of additional parking, possibly 
decking one of the existing parking lots with a second parking structure (there already is one 
major parking garage one block south of the station). The incremental needs generated by the 
Preferred Alternative should be incorporated within any solution considered for the No Action 
Alternative. 
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At Huntington, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase parking demand by about 214 
spaces over the No Action Alternative. This station currently has about 3,820 off-street parking 
spaces within two parking garages and a number of parking fields, and is operating at about 95 
percent of capacity. Under the No Action Alternative, projected parking demand increases in ex
cess of 1,300 spaces would leave a substantial parking shortfall; the Preferred Alternative's 
parking demands would represent a surcharge of about 15 percent and would need to be accom
modated in conjunction with any plan the LIRR develops to meet its future parking shortfall at 
this station. 

At Port Jefferson, the Preferred Alternative is projected to increase parking demands by 14 
spaces over the No Action Alternative. There would be ample space available to accommodate 
this incremental demand, since current parking lot utilization is slightly less than 50 percent, and 
since the LIRR has plans to increase parking supplies at the station by about 150 spaces as part 
of its current program. 

The Long Beach station's parking lots are currently utilized at about 90 percent of their capacity 
of 223 spaces, with more than 260 commuter vehicles parking on-street. Under the No Action 
Alternative, the parking demand is projected to increase by about 79 vehicles, while the Pre
ferred Alternative is projected to increase parking demand by an additional 20 spaces. Although 
there would not be a sufficient number of spaces in the station's parking lots to accommodate 
the 20-car demand increase, this incremental demand is small enough so as not to be considered 
a significant impact. If plans materialize to increase parking supplies at the station, it would be 
easy to accommodate this 20-car incremental demand as well. If not, there is a considerable 
level of bus access activity at the station and on-street parking supplies south of Park Avenue 
that could accommodate this level of parking need. 

At Hempstead, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase parking demand by about 149 
vehicles over the No Action Alternative. This would increase projected parking demand levels 
at the station's parking lots from about 88 percent under the No Action Alternative to 104 
percent under the Preferred Alternative, with a projected parking shortfall of about 40 spaces. 
Since this shortfall falls within 5 percent of the existing parking lot capacities, and a 5 percent 
variation of parking demand is not unusual day-to-day, there could in fact be no shortfall in the 
future. This condition could be monitored and, if necessary, minor parking space capacity 
improvements in the parking lots at the station may accommodate this incremental demand. 
There is also a considerable amount of feeder bus activity at this station, which could also serve 
to accommodate a slightly higher level of bus transit use in lieu of parking. 

At Malverne, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase parking demand by about 45 ve
hicles over the No Action Alternative. Although the existing parking lots at the station are cur
rently operating at about 92 percent of their 188-space capacity, the No Action Alternative is 
projected to have a shortfall of 30 parking spaces. It may be possible to increase the amount of 
off-street parking spaces to accommodate these demands. It is also possible that many of the 
commuters using this station who live in West Hempstead just north of the Southern State 
Parkway would instead begin to use that station which has considerable excess parking lot 
capacity. 

The Valley Stream station currently has approximately 1,285 off-street parking spaces that are 
planned by the LIRR to increase to 1,515 under the No Action Alternative, whereby parking lot 
utilization would be at about 79 percent. The Preferred Alternative is expected to increase 
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parking demands by an additional 64 spaces, which should be readily accommodated by the 
availability of spaces at the station, and there would be no parking impact or need for mitigation. 

At Merrick, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase parking demand by about 122 ve
hicles over the No Action Alternative. Parking lots at this station are currently utilized above 
their capacity, with about 160 additional vehicles parking on the street. Under the No Action 
Alternative, parking demand is projected to increase by about 345 vehicles and could not be 
accommodated "as is." LIRR is currently undertaking a Merrick Area Revitalization Study, 
which is also investigating the need and opportunities for increasing parking supplies at this 
station. Recommendations emerging from this study could incorporate the additional parking de
mand projected from the Preferred Alternative. 

At Babylon, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase parking demand by about 119 ve
hicles over the No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, it is projected that cur
rent parking capacity (about 84 percent utilized) would be 100 percent utilized. Accommodation 
of the parking demand from the Preferred Alternative would be needed, possibly via parking ca
pacity expansion at grade, possibly along the north side of Railroad Avenue, via creation of 
another surface lot east of Deer Park A venue, or at another site to be determined. 

At Deer Park, the Preferred Alternative is expected to increase parking demand by about 282 
vehicles over the No Action Alternative. The one parking lot currently located at the station is 
well above capacity, with commuters parking illegally in the aisles, on dividers and landscaped 
areas, and on the street. LIRR has planned to expand this parking lot by 300 spaces, and it is in
cluded as part of the future No Action Alternative. Yet even with this capacity increase, future 
No Action parking demands will continue to greatly exceed the increased supply, with future No 
Action shortfalls in excess of 350 spaces. The impact of the Preferred Alternative, assuming the 
projected demand at this station materializes, would be significant, since it would compound No 
Action parking shortfalls to a significant degree. The primary solution at this station would ap
pear to be a significant parking increase, i.e., beyond the 300 spaces planned, either by creating 
structured parking on the north side of the tracks or by creating new parking on the south side 
of the tracks. 

Ronkonkoma station is one of the busiest and most heavily used stations in the LIRR system, 
with its nearly 5,000 parking space capacity fully utilized along with considerable illegal 
parking (as described for Deer Park above). Under the No Action Alternative, approximately 
1,700 more vehicles would be anticipated at this terminal station, while the Preferred Alterna
tive is expected to increase parking needs still further, by about an additional 927 spaces. This 
is a major shortfall under both the No Action and Preferred Alternatives that would call for addi
tional parking garage(s) beyond the major facility built several years ago, or else a strategy of 
diverting rider demand to another station (or stations) at which the increased ridership and its 
parking demand could be satisfied. 

The parking analyses and Table 9E-8 identify the need for strategies to accommodate increased 
parking demands generated by the Preferred Alternative. It should be noted that LIRR owns ap
proximately 28 percent and operates and maintains a much smaller percentage of the parking fa
cilities at its stations; the vast majority of these parking facilities falls under the jurisdiction of 
either the local town, village, or other local governing municipal entity. As discussed above, ad
ditional parking facilities would be needed at some LIRR stations, but not all. Some stations 
would retain the capacity to accommodate additional parking demands. 
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An identified parking shortfall is but one of the considerations that contribute to the decision to 
build additional parking at a station. The provision of additional parking is tied to considerations 
of potential future service changes and a need to balance the frequency and type of LIRR service 
with the size of the parking facilities at a series of stations-comprising an entire service catch
ment area. In addition, station planning and community considerations heavily contribute to the 
amount and type of parking provided at any one particular station. 

Parking shortfalls at LIRR stations on Long Island, which occur in the existing condition 
and are predicted for both the No Action and Preferred Alternatives, would be mitigated 
on a station-by-station basis, as part of LIRR's existing parking program. This program in
volves working with the local jurisdictions that own, operate,. and maintain the affected 
parking facilities at LIRR stations to identify and implement appropriate mitigation mea
sures. The range of parking mitigation or accommodation options could include consideration 
of one or more of the following on a station-by-station basis: 

• Re-striping of existing surface parking lots to increase capacity, expansion of existing lots, 
or construction of new lots. 

• Construction of parking garages atop existing surface lots or at new locations. 

• Modification of train service and schedules to improve or increase service at stations with 
available parking or where parking could be added more easily. 

• Institution of fare policy changes to attract riders to a new station by shifting one or more 
stations from one fare zone to another. 

• Increase of existing bus service to stations to promote bus use. Free or heavily subsidized 
fares and combination fare tickets could also be considered. 

• Implementation of new station-oriented feeder bus service or jitney service, with local riders 
or a local Chamber of Commerce or Business Improvement District group designing the 
route themselves. 

• Substantial improvements to and prioritization of kiss-and-ride facilities to increase pick-up/ 
drop-off activity and reduce parking demand. 

• Provision of preferential parking areas for carpoolers, with enforcement. Consideration 
could also be given to decreasing parking charges for carpoolers, although this is generally 
outside ofLIRRjurisdiction, since the vast majority of station parking facilities are owned, 
operated, and maintained by local governmental bodies, and not LIRR. 

• Construction of new station(s) near or between two major stations where parking demands 
greatly exceed parking availability. 

• Provision of bicycle racks and/or lockers to promote increased bicycle use for access to 
stations. 

• Various combinations of the above. 

Ridership and parking projections that have been completed as part of the Preferred Alternative 
will need to be monitored, and the LIRR would need to work with the local jurisdictions who 
own, operate, and maintain these parking facilities to implement one or more of the strategies 
listed above to mitigate parking impacts of the project at individual stations. Comprehensive 
studies are underway at the Merrick and Mineola stations as part of the LIRR's assessment of 
long-term parking needs and their integration within the local station area. 
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Long Island Storage Yards 

Potential new storage yards on Long Island would not be expected to result in any significant 
adverse impacts related to vehicular traffic, regardless of which sites are selected. The largest 
yards would provide approximately 80 parking spaces, and employees using these spaces would 
drive to and from work from approximately 4-9 AM and 3-9 PM. During peak hour (5:00-7:00 
AM and 6:00-8:30 PM), a maximum of approximately 35 employees would enter and leave the 
yards. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The Preferred Alternative would generate significant traffic and parking impacts at LIRR sta
tions in Eastern Queens and Long Island that would require mitigation. As detailed in the pre
ceding section of this EIS, significant traffic impacts would occur at some, but not all, LIRR sta
tions areas, and could be mitigated via standard traffic engineering improvements such as the 
following: installation of traffic signals at significantly impacted intersections that are not cur
rently signalized; signal phasing and timing modifications at intersections that are currently sig
nalized; lane restriping and/or parking restrictions where necessary to add capacity at the ap
proaches to critical intersections; and, the offset of the centerline of a street where it would be 
necessary to add capacity to one direction of traffic flow. These are generally low-cost, readily 
implementable traffic capacity improvements typically implemented at the local, state, or county 
level. This is based on detailed analyses of projected traffic conditions at representative LIRR 
stations. 

Based on a detailed analysis of eight representative LIRR at-grade crossing locations, there 
could also be significant impacts at a smaller number of such locations. At such locations, for 
example, at the east end of the Deer Park station, it may be possible for LIRR to modify the 
amount of time that the crossing gate is in the "down" position while a train is stopped within 
the station to serve riders getting on or off, in order to accommodate vehicular traffic crossing 
the tracks in the year 2010; by the year 2020, at this location (for example), much more capital
intensive measures, such as eliminating the grade crossing or constructing parking facilities to 
reduce the volume of vehicular traffic crossing the tracks, may be needed. 

More importantly, the Preferred Alternative would result in substantial increases in ridership de
mand at many LIRR stations. Resulting parking shortfalls at LIRR stations-which would occur 
under the No Action Alternative as well, but which would be exacerbated with the Preferred 
Alternative-would be monitored station by station by the LIRR. As detailed in the preceding 
section, mitigation would be implemented through LIRR's existing parking program, which 
involves working with local jurisdictions that own, operate, and maintain the affected 
parking facilities to identify and implement appropriate mitigation measures. The range of 
strategies available to mitigate shortfalls and accommodate the growth in ridership includes 
physical expansion ofthe amount of parking available at some stations; modification of train 
schedules to improve or increase service at stations where parking would still be available or 
where additional parking would be easier to build; the increase and promotion of bus service, 
carpooling, and kiss-and-ride at selected stations; construction of new stations with new parking 
facilities; and other measures (refer to the end of the previous section for additional discussion 
of these options). •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

This chapter analyzes the effects of the project alternatives on air quality. Air quality can be af
fected by air pollutants produced by moving sources, such as vehicular traffic or diesel loco
motives, referred to as "mobile sources;" and by fixed or immobile facilities, referred to as "sta
tionary sources." Stationary sources can include industrial stacks, vents, parking garages or lots, 
and diesel freight yards. While the Preferred Alternative for the East Side Access Project would 
result in an overall decrease in regional pollutant emissions due to a reduction of vehicular miles 
traveled, it has the potential to create localized adverse air quality effects in the vicinity of 
Grand Central Terminal (GCT) and at Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) stations in Queens or on 
Long Island, because of increases in traffic there and increased activities in LIRR parking lots. 
In addition, the new heating, ventilation, and air conditioning system on 44th Street in Man
hattan for Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative has the potential to change air quality nearby. 
The Preferred Alternative would also affect certain diesel rail operations, in connection with 
relocation of the New York & Atlantic Railway (NY AR) and possible new nighttime storage 
yards on Long Island. Both potential localized impacts and regional benefits from operation of 
the project alternatives on air quality are evaluated in this chapter. Construction-related air 
quality effects are discussed in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts." 

POLLUTANTS FOR ANALYSIS 

In the New York metropolitan area, ambient concentrations of carbon monoxide are predomi
nantly influenced by mobile source emissions; emissions of nitrogen oxides come from both mo
bile and stationary sources; and emissions of respirable particulate matter and sulfur dioxide are 
associated mainly with stationary sources, though heavy-duty diesel trucks, buses, and loco
motives can emit significant amounts of particulate matter. 

Ozone, one of the region's most problematic air pollutants, is not emitted directly by any source 
but is formed in the atmosphere from the reaction of other primary pollutants. 

CARBON MONOXIDE 

Carbon monoxide (CO), a colorless and odorless gas, is produced in the urban environment pri
marily by the incomplete combustion of gasoline and other fossil fuels. New York City and 
Nassau County are designated as moderate non-attainment areas for CO by the U.S. Environ
mental Protection Agency (EPA). In an urban area like New York City or Long Island, approxi
mately 80 to 90 percent of CO emissions are from motor vehicles. CO concentrations can vary 
greatly over relatively short distances. Elevated concentrations are usually limited to locations 
near crowded intersections, along heavily traveled and congested roadways or at parking lots or 
garages. Consequently, CO concentrations must be predicted on a localized or microscale basis. 

The Preferred Alternative would produce increased traffic in the vicinity of GCT and other 
heavily utilized stations that may result in localized increases in CO levels. Therefore, an 
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analysis ofthe impact from traffic increases on CO levels at critical intersections in the project 
study area was performed. In addition, both the Preferred and Transportation Systems Manage
ment (TSM) Alternatives would reduce vehicular travel in the region, as measured in annual 
vehicle miles traveled. Therefore, a regional analysis was performed for CO, computing ex
pected reductions of CO emitted in a year, to determine potential benefits resulting from the 
general changes in vehicular activity on overall background levels of this pollutant. 

NITROGEN OXIDES AND OZONE 

Nitrogen oxides (NO,) are of principal concern because of their role, together with volatile or
ganic compounds (VOCs), as precursors in the formation of ozone. While there is a standard for 
average annual nitrogen dioxide (N02) concentrations, it is normally examined only for fossil 
fuel energy sources. Ozone is formed through a series of reactions that take place in the atmo
sphere in the presence of sunlight. Because the reactions are slow and occur as the pollutants are 
diffusing downwind, elevated ozone levels are often found many miles from sources of the pre
cursor pollutants. The effects of NO, and VOC emissions from mobile sources are therefore ge
nerally examined on a regional basis, together with the emissions of these pollutants from 
stationary sources. The change in regional mobile source emissions of these pollutants is related 
to the total number of vehicle trips and vehicle miles of travel throughout the New York Metro
politan Area (NYMA), which is designated as a severe non-attainment area for ozone by EPA. 
The Preferred and TSM Alternatives would potentially result in changes to the regional vehicu
lar travel patterns in the study area zones. Therefore, the change in regional NO, and VOC emis
sions was analyzed. 

LEAD 

Lead emissions are principally associated with industrial sources and motor vehicles that use 
gasoline containing lead additives. Most U.S. vehicles produced since 1975, and all produced 
after 1980, are designed to use unleaded fuel. As these newer vehicles have replaced the older 
ones, motor-vehicle-related lead emissions have decreased. As a result, ambient concentrations 
oflead have declined significantly. Nationally, the average measured atmospheric lead level in 
1985 was only about one-quarter the level in 1975. 

In 1985, EPA announced new rules drastically reducing the amount of lead permitted in leaded 
gasoline. The maximum allowable lead level in leaded gasoline was reduced from the previous 
limit of 1.1 to 0.5 grams per gallon effective July 1, 1985, and to 0.1 grams per gallon effective 
January 1, 1986. Monitoring results indicate that this action has been effective in significantly 
reducing atmospheric lead levels. Even at locations in the New York City area where traffic vol
umes are very high, atmospheric lead concentrations are far below the national standard of 1.5 
micrograms per cubic meter (3-month average). No significant sources of lead are associated 
with the proposed project, and, therefore, an analysis was not warranted. 

RESPIRABLE PARTICULATES-PM10 

Particulate matter is emitted into the atmosphere from a variety of sources: industrial facilities, 
power plants, oil burners, construction work, and similar activities. Gasoline-powered vehicles 
do not produce any appreciable quantities of particulate emissions. Diesel-powered vehicles, es
pecially heavy trucks and buses, as well as diesel-powered locomotives, do emit particulates; 
particulate concentrations may therefore be locally elevated near roadways with high volumes 
of heavy diesel-powered vehicles or near storage yards for diesel trains. 
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Particulates less than 10 Jlm in diameter (PM 10) have become of primary concern because they 
are respirable. Air quality monitoring indicates that, in the past, respirable particulate levels in 
New York State have exceeded the applicable national ambient air quality standards at only one 
monitored location, along Madison A venue in Midtown Manhattan. Manhattan continues to be 
a non-attainment area with respect to PM10--concentrations have exceeded standards in the past 
due to high traffic volumes (including buses and trucks) in close proximity to the monitor. As 
described in Chapter 9, "Transportation," the Preferred Alternative would not result in signifi
cant increases in bus service in Queens, but it could result in increased bus trips in Manhattan. 
Therefore, an analysis of particulates was performed for Manhattan. Further, due to the reloca
tion ofNYAR facilities from Yard A, as well as the possible addition of new storage yards for 
diesel trains on Long Island as part of the Preferred Alternative, some changes in diesel loco
motive operations are expected. While the new facilities are generally located far from residen
tial uses, an analysis was conducted to determine the effect, if any, on ambient PM 10 levels from 
relocated diesel operations. 

SULFUR DIOXIDE 

Sulfur dioxide (S02) emissions are primarily associated with the combustion of sulfur-con
taining fuels: oil and coal. No significant quantities are emitted from mobile sources. Monitored 
S02 concentrations throughout the study area are below the national standards. No significant 
sources of S02 are associated with the project, and therefore, an analysis was not warranted. 

The air quality analysis presented in this chapter includes an assessment of the following: 

• Effects of the project on CO concentrations due to increased traffic around GCT and sta
tions in Queens and on Long Island that are expected to experience large increases in pas
senger demand; 

• Potential effects on regional emissions of CO, VOCs, NOx, and PM 10 due to potential 
changes in vehicular travel patterns in the area resulting from the project; and 

• Potential effects on PM10 concentrations due to relocated diesel locomotive operations. 

AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

NATIONAL AND STATE AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

As required by the Clean Air Act, primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Stan
dards (NAAQS) have been established for six major air pollutants: carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, ozone, respirable particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, and lead. EPA recently promul
gated additional respirable particulate matter standards. In addition to retaining the PM 10 stan
dards, EPA adopted 24-hour and annual standards for respirable particulate matter with an aero
dynamic equivalent diameter less than 2.5 11m (PM2_5), which became effective September 16, 
1997. However, on May 14, 1999, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit concluded that EPA overstepped its legislative authority in its 1997 promulgation of 
stricter ambient air quality standards for ozone and fine particulate matter. The Court noted that 
EPA failed to establish clear principles to support the pollution levels selected as minimum re
quirements to protect the public health and, therefore, must re-examine the 1997 standards. 
Table 10-1 shows the standards for these pollutants. These standards have also been adopted as 
the ambient air quality standards for the State of New York. The primary standards protect the 
public health, and represent levels at which there are no known significant effects on human 
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Pollutant 

Carbon Monoxide 

Maximum 8-Hour Concentration 1 

Maximum 1-Hour Concentration 1 

Lead 
Maximum Arithmetic Mean Averaged Over 3 
Consecutive Months 

NitroQen Dioxide 
Annual Arithmetic AveraQe 

Ozone2 

1-Hour Maximum 
8-Hour Maximum 

Respirable Particulates (PM 10) 

Annual Geometric Mean 
Maximum 24-Hour Concentration 3 

Sulfur Dioxide 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 

Maximum 24-Hour Concentration 1 

Maximum 3-Hour Concentration 1 

Notes: 
1 Not to be exceeded more than once a year. 

Table 10-1 

National and New York State Ambient 
Air Quality Standards 

Primary Secondary 

Micrograms Micrograms 
PPM Per Cubic Meter PPM Per Cubic Meter 

9 9 
35 35 

1.5 

0.05 100 0.05 100 

0.12 235 0.12 235 
0.08 157 0.08 157 

50 50 
150 150 

0.03 80 
0.14 365 

0.50 1,300 

2 The ozone 1-hour standard applies only to areas that were designated nonattainment when the 
ozone 8-hour standard was adopted in July 1997. 

3 Not to be exceeded by 99th percentile of 24-hour PM10 concentrations in a year (averaged over 3 
years). 

Sources: 40 CFR Part 50-National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards 40 CFR 
50.12 "National Primary and Secondary Standard for Lead," 43 CFR 46245. 

health. The secondary standards are intended to protect the nation's welfare, and account for air 
pollutant effects on soil, water, visibility, materials, vegetation, and other aspects of the 
environment. For CO, N02, ozone, and respirable particulates, the primary and secondary 
standards are the same. 

STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (SIP) 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) define non-attainment areas as geographic 
regions that have been designated as not meeting one or more of the NAAQS. The attainment 
status for the counties in New York City and on Long Island is shown in Table 10-2. 
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Table 10-2 

Counties Designated 
Non-Attainment by EPA 

in New York City and Long Island 

County Ozone* PM1o** CO** 

KinQs (Brooklyn) v v 
Bronx v v 
Manhattan v v v 
Richmond (Staten Island) v v 
Queens v v 
Nassau v v 
Suffolk v 
Notes: 
* Severe non-attainment. 
** Moderate non-attainment. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

A State Implementation Plan (SIP) is a state's plan on how it will meet the NAAQS under the 
deadlines established by the CAAA. EPA's final transportation conformity rule, dated 
August 15, 1997, requires metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), and FTA to make conformity determinations on metropolitan long
range transportation plans (LRTPs), transportation improvement programs (TIPS), and transpor
tation projects with respect to the SIP before they are adopted or approved. The LRTP is the of
ficial intermodal metropolitan transportation plan for an area and generally has a 20-year plan
ning horizon. The TIP is a staged, multiyear, intermodal program of transportation projects 
which is consistent with the LRTP. 

The conformity regulations require that, to demonstrate conformity, transportation programs 
must contribute to annual emission reductions and provide for the implementation of transporta
tion control measures, consistent with SIP requirements. Project-level conformity to the SIP is 
determined by demonstrating conformity to a plan's purpose of eliminating or reducing the se
verity and number of violations of the NAAQS and supporting the expeditious attainment of the 
standards. 

The applicable MPO for NYMA is the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council 
(NYMTC). NYMTC approved the conformity determination for the LRTP, known as the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and entitled "Mobility for the Millennium," and the 2000-
2004 TIP on September 23, 1999. FHWA andFTA approved the TIP/SIP conformity determina
tion and EPA concurred with the findings. The MT A/LIRR East Side Access Project is included 
in the TIP and RTP. 

DE MINIMIS CRITERIA 

For all pollutants, an exceedance of the NAAQS constitutes a significant impact. In addition to 
the NAAQS, New York City has developed de minimis criteria to assess the significance of im
pacts on air quality that would result from proposed projects or actions being evaluated under 
New York's City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR). While it is not mandatory that these 
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criteria be followed for EISs being conducted under the National Environmental Policy Act, this 
EIS uses the criteria as a guide for establishing whether a given air pollution increase is signifi
cant. These New York City criteria define a minimum change in CO concentration that consti
tutes a significant environmental impact. Significant increases with respect to CO concentra
tions are defined by the criteria as: (1) an increase of 0.5 parts per million (ppm) or more in the 
maximum 8-hour average CO concentration at a location where the project's predicted No 
Action Alternative 8-hour concentration is equal to or between 8 and 9 ppm; or 2) an increase 
of more than half the difference between baseline concentrations and the 8-hour standard, when 
No Action Alternative concentrations are below 8.0 ppm. 

As part of the 1992 CO SIP submission, New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) committed to similar de minimis criteria for the Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD), which define a significant impact requiring mitigation to be an incre
mental increase greater than 0.5 ppm over a proposal's No Action Alternative. 

METHODOLOGY FOR PREDICTING POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS 
FROM MOBILE SOURCES 

To compare estimated CO concentrations with the national and state ambient air quality stan
dards for CO (which are based on 1- and 8-hour averages of CO concentrations), estimates of 
maximum concentrations for these same periods must be prepared. Since experience in the study 
area has been that violations of the 1-hour CO standard are extremely rare, the CO analysis for 
this study focuses on determining the maximum predicted 8-hour CO concentrations for the 
project alternatives. 

The prediction of motor-vehicle-generated CO concentrations in an urban environment charac
terized by complex meteorological phenomena, traffic conditions, and physical configurations 
is a challenging problem. Air pollutant dispersion models simulate mathematically how traffic, 
meteorology, and geometry combine to affect pollutant concentrations. The mathematical ex
pressions and formulations that comprise the various models attempt to describe an extremely 
complicated physical phenomenon as closely as possible. However, because all models contain 
simplifications and approximations of actual conditions and interactions, and because a worst
case condition is of most relevance, most of these dispersion models are conservative and tend 
to overpredict pollutant concentrations, particularly under adverse meteorological conditions. 

The CO analysis for this project uses a modeling approach approved by EPA that has been wide
ly employed for evaluating air quality impacts of projects in New York City, New York State, 
and throughout the country, and has coupled this approach with a series of worst-case assump
tions relating to meteorology, traffic, background concentration levels, etc. This combination re
sults in a conservative estimate of expected CO concentrations and resulting air quality impacts 
caused by the project. 

DISPERSION MODELS FOR MICROSCALE ANALYSES 

At all sites selected for analysis, maximum 1- and 8-hour average CO concentrations were deter
mined using EPA's CAL3QHC model, Version 2.0, (User's Guide to CAL3QHC, A Modeling 
Methodology for Predicting Pollutant Concentrations Near Roadway Intersections, Office of 
Air Quality Planning and Standards, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Research Triangle 
Park, North Carolina, September 1995). The CAL3QHC model is a Gaussian model, which as
sumes that the dispersion of pollutants downwind of a pollution source follows a Gaussian (or 
normal) distribution, and is used for predicting CO concentrations along roadway segments. 
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WORST-CASE METEOROLOGICAL CONDITIONS 

In general, the transport and concentration of pollutants from vehicular sources are influenced 
by three principal meteorological factors: wind direction, wind speed, and atmospheric stability, 
which accounts for the effects of dispersion or mixing in the atmosphere. 

CO computations were performed using a wind speed of 1 meter/second, and stability class D, 
representative of neutral conditions in New York City and Long Island. For sites in Midtown 
Manhattan, a persistence factor of0.77 for the 8-hour period was selected. Sites in Queens and 
on Long Island were analyzed using a persistence factor of0.7. The persistence factor takes ac
count of the fact that over 8 hours, traffic parameters will fluctuate downward from the peak and 
meteorological conditions will change, as compared with the 1-hour values. Based on the latest 
local guidance from the New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) 
dated March 1998, an ambient temperature of 50° Fahrenheit was assumed for the emissions 
computations in Manhattan and 43 o Fahrenheit was used for the sites in Queens, Nassau, and 
Suffolk Counties. At each receptor location, the wind angle that maximized the pollutant con
centrations was used in the analysis regardless of frequency of occurrence. 

VEHICLE EMISSIONS DATA 

To predict ambient concentrations of pollutants generated by vehicular traffic, emissions from 
vehicle exhaust systems must be estimated. Vehicular emissions were computed using the EPA
developed Mobile Source Emissions Model, MOBILE5B. For the Manhattan sites, emission es
timates were made for six classes of motor vehicles: 

• Light-duty, gasoline-powered automobiles; 
• Light-duty, gasoline-powered taxis-new; 
• Light-duty, gasoline-powered taxis--old police cars; 
• Light-duty, gasoline-powered trucks; 
• Heavy-duty, gasoline-powered trucks; and 
• Heavy-duty, diesel-powered trucks. 

Vehicle classifications as given in the New York State Department of Transportation's 
(NYSDOT) Environmental Procedure's Manual (EPM), based on NYSDOT region and road 
type, were used for the sites in Queens and on Long Island. Taxis were not modeled distinctly 
from automobiles for the sites on Long Island, since they do not represent a significant portion 
of the vehicle mix. 

Emission estimates were based on implementation of the New York State auto and light-duty 
gasoline-powered truck inspection and maintenance (I&M) program begun in January 1982 and 
the taxi I&M program begun in October 1977. The existing I&M program requires annual 
inspections of automobiles and light trucks to determine if CO and hydrocarbon emissions from 
the vehicles' exhaust systems are below emission standards. Vehicles failing the emissions test 
must undergo maintenance and pass a re-test to be registered in New York State. Oxygenated 
fuel credits--emission estimates for oxygenated fuels were based on a gasoline blend with a 
2.7 percent oxygen content-were taken in the microscale modeling analyses for the months of 
January-April and October-December only. These are the NYSDEC-approved credits. 

Emissions from vehicle exhaust systems vary depending on whether the vehicles are warmed up 
or not. For this analysis, in the AM peak period, all vehicles arriving at the project sites were 
assumed to be warmed up and therefore operating in "hot" mode. In the PM peak period, all 
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vehicles departing LIRR parking lots were assumed to be operating in the "cold start" mode. All 
vehicles were assumed to idle for 1 minute before departing the parking lots. In both the AM 
and the PM peak periods, all taxis were assumed to be operating in the "hot" mode. 

For vehicular traffic, PM10 emission factors were obtained from EPA's particulate model, PART 
5. PM 10 emission estimates for diesel locomotives were based on data from EPA's "Final Emis
sion Standards for Locomotives," Office of Mobile Sources EP A420-F -97-048, December 1997. 

BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS 

The modeling analysis directly accounts for vehicular-generated emissions on the streets within 
1,000 to 1,600 feet and line-of-sight of the receptor location. In addition to these localized emis
sions, background concentrations must be added to modeling results to obtain total pollutant 
concentrations at a prediction site. 

For this EIS, future 8-hour average CO background concentrations used in the analysis were 2.9 
ppm for Midtown Manhattan, 2.3 ppm for Queens, 2.2 ppm for Suffolk County, and 2.6 ppm for 
Nassau County. These values, obtained from NYCDEP and NYSDEC, are based on CO concen
trations measured at NYSDEC monitoring stations and are adjusted to reflect the reduced ve
hicular emissions expected in the analysis year. This decrease reflects the increasing numbers 
of federally mandated lower-emission vehicles that are projected to enter the vehicle fleet as 
older, higher polluting vehicles are retired (i.e., vehicle turnover), and the continuing benefits 
of the New York I&M program. 

MOBILE SOURCE ANALYSIS LOCATIONS 

To analyze the effects on air quality from localized increases in traffic, a microscale analysis 
was conducted for the Preferred Alternative. This analysis was conducted at key locations where 
the Preferred Alternative was predicted to result in traffic increases, and therefore vehicular 
emissions. Locations for the analysis were selected using a screening evaluation, with particular 
consideration for congested intersections in each study area zone. 

Analysis locations (also referred to as "receptor sites") were selected based on a screening of 
traffic volumes and approach delays and the corresponding levels of service for the Preferred 
Alternative. The screening analysis determined the intersections that would be subjected to full
scale microscale analysis for the future alternatives. To select those locations, the intersections 
analyzed as part of the project's transportation analysis (which is presented in Chapter 9 of this 
EIS) were ranked based on the methodology developed by NYSDOT and NYSDEC to evaluate 
critical locations. The screening methodology is based on three criteria-the Level of Service 
(LOS), or congestion, predicted for the intersection; the intersection's total traffic volumes; and 
the number of project-generated vehicles expected to travel through the intersection. 

As described in Chapter 9, "Transportation," the traffic study area in Manhattan surrounding 
GCT extended from Seventh A venue to First A venue along 42nd Street and included all the in
tersections between Fifth and Third Avenues from 40th to 48th Street. Several of these intersec
tions met New York City's revised CEQR screening criteria of 25 or more new project-gener
ated trips in the peak hour. Of these, representative intersections were selected based on a com
bination of worst LOS (D or worse), largest overall volumes, and most project-generated trips. 
The air quality receptor sites in the GCT area selected for microscale analysis are shown in 
Table 10-3. 
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2 

3 
4 
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Table 10-3 

Mobile Source Receptor 
Locations, GCT Area 

Location 

Madison Avenue/48th Street 

Park Avenue/48th Street 

Park Avenue/42nd Street 

Lexington Avenue/45th Street 

Third Avenue/48th Street 

Based on NYSDOT's EPM capture criteria, microscale analyses are required at affected Long 
Island sites that experience a 10 percent or greater increase in traffic volumes in either direction. 
None of the traffic study area sites in either Nassau or Suffolk County had a greater than 10 per
cent increase in traffic volumes between the No Action and Preferred Alternatives, and therefore 
did not require a microscale analysis. In addition, sites in Long Island City did not meet the 
CEQR revised criteria of 10 or more project-generated trips in the peak hour and sites in the rest 
of Queens did not meet the criteria of 100 or more new trips in the peak hour. Despite these re
sults in Queens, Nassau, and Suffolk Counties, representative sites were still chosen so that po
tential localized impacts due to the Preferred Alternative could be assessed. The candidate inter
sections were ranked based on worst LOS (D or worse) and largest overall traffic volume. Of 
these, the intersections receiving the largest fraction of project-generated trips in the study area 
were chosen for analysis. Table 10-4 presents the intersections included in the traffic study in 
Queens and on Long Island (as described in Chapter 9, "Transportation"), and indicates the in
tersections selected for the air quality analysis based on the methodology described above. 

PARKING FACILITIES 

To assess the potential effects on ambient CO concentrations from parking facilities adjacent to 
the intersections studied in Queens and on Long Island, parking analyses were performed using 
the methodology set forth in the CEQR Technical Manual. Emissions from vehicles entering, 
parking at, and exiting the parking facilities were estimated using EPA's MOBILESB mobile 
source emissions model at an ambient temperature of 43 o Fahrenheit. For all arriving and de
parting vehicles, an average speed of 5 miles per hour was conservatively assumed for travel 
within the parking facilities. In addition, all vehicles were assumed to idle for 1 minute before 
proceeding to the exit (and therefore were considered "cold starts"). These parking facilities 
were modeled as additional line sources and were included in the CAL3QHC modeling. 

METHODOLOGY FOR PREDICTING POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS FROM 
RELOCATED DIESEL OPERATIONS 

To determine the effects on ambient PM10 levels from diesel trains relocated for the Preferred 
Alternative, a screening analysis was performed. For those yards where increases in diesel train 
activity would occur, EPA's SCREEN3 (September 1995) was used to assess the potential for 
impacts. The air quality screening analysis evaluated the potential localized effects of idling 
diesel trains at affected diesel yards. The proposed new diesel yards would provide storage for 
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Station 

Nassau County 
Great Neck 

Hempstead 

Hicksville 

Malverne 

Long Beach 

Mineola 

Port Washington 

Valley Stream 

Merrick 

Suffolk County 

Babylon 

Huntington 

Port Jefferson 

Ronkonkoma 

Queens County 

Sunnyside 

Bayside 

Table 10-4 
Mobile Source Receptor Screening Locations, 

Long Island and Queens 
Receptor 

Site Location 

6 Middle Neck Road/North Station Plaza 
- Middle Neck Road/South Station Plaza 

- Main Street/West Columbia Street 

- Main Street/Fulton Street (Route 24) 

- Fulton Street!Washinqton Avenue 

- Newbridqe Road (Route 106)/West John Street 

7 Newbridge Road (Route 106)/Duffv Avenue 

- Broadway (Route 107)/East John Street 

- Bay Avenue/East Barclay Street/Woodbury Road 

- Hempstead Avenue/Nassau Avenue/Francis 
- Hempstead Avenue/Utterbv Road 

- LIRR Parking Lot Exit/West Park Avenue 

- LIRR Parkinq Lot Exit/West Park Avenue 

- Center Street/West Park Avenue 

- Edwards Boulevard/West Park Avenue 

- Edwards Boulevard/West Park Avenue 

- Mineola Boulevard/Old County Boulevard 

- Mineola Boulevard/2nd Street 
- Main Street/LIRR Parking Entrance 

8 Main Street/Port Washington Boulevard 

- South Franklin Avenue/Merrick Road 

- South Franklin Avenue/West Hawthorne Avenue 

- South Franklin Avenue/Sunrise Highway (Route 2) 
- Merrick Avenue/Broadcast Plaza 

- Merrick Avenue/Smith Street 

- Merrick Avenue/Sunrise Hiqhwav 

- Deer Park Avenue/Railroad Avenue 

- Deer Park Avenue/Park Avenue 
- Deer Park/Fire Island/West Main Street/East Main Street 

- Executive Drive/Long Island Avenue 

- Executive Drive/Pine Aire Drive 

- Main Street (25A)/LIRR Parkinq Entrance 

- Main Street (25A)!North Country Road 

- Hawkins Avenue/Union Avenue 
- Hawkins Avenue/LIE North Service Road 

9 Hawkins Avenue/LIE South Service Road 

- Ronkonkoma Avenue Ramo/LIRR Parkinq Lot 

- Queens BoulevardNan Dam Street!Thomson Avenue 
- Queens Boulevard/Skillman Avenue 
- Queens Boulevard/Jackson Avenue/Queens Plaza East 

- Northern Boulevard/Queens Plaza North/41st Avenue 

10 Northern Boulevard/Bell Boulevard 
- Bell Boulevard/41st Avenue 

Note: The five receptor sites selected for detailed microscale analysis are those numbered 6-10. 
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three diesel trains. Each train would idle for approximately 1 hour before leaving the yard, once 
a day. The analysis was based on a worst-case scenario in which all three diesel trains are idling 
at the same time. 

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

EXISTING MONITORED AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS (1997) 

Monitored concentrations of CO, S02, PM 10, N02, lead, and ozone ambient air quality data for 
the New York City area are shown in Table 10-5, while Table 10-6 shows data for Nassau and 
Suffolk. As can be seen from the monitored data, in both areas, only the ozone standard contin
ues to be exceeded. It should be noted, however, that in recent years, measured PM 10 concentra
tions at the Madison A venue site have exceeded the annual average standard and the 1997 levels 
are still extremely close to the NAAQS. Conversely, no violations of the CO standard have been 
recorded in the study area since 1991, even though New York City and Nassau County still re
tain their non-attainment designation for that pollutant. 

Table 10-5 

Representative Monitored Ambient Air Quality Data, New York City 

Number of 
Exceedances of 

Concentrations Federal Standard 

Second Second 
Pollutant Location Units Period Mean Highest Highest Primary ary 

co Bloomingdale's ppm 8-hour - 6.2 6.1 0 0 
1-hour - 18.0 13.6 0 0 

225 E. 34th Street ppm 8-hour - 4.1 3.8 0 0 
1-hour - 6.3 6.1 0 0 

so2 P.S. 59-Midtown ppm Annual 0.012 - - 0 -
24-hour - 0.041 0.040 0 -
3-hour - 0.066 0.066 - 0 

Queens College ppm 24-hour 0.005 - - 0 -
- 0.029 0.022 0 -
- 0.043 0.042 - 0 

Respirable Madison Avenue 1Jg/m3 Annual 46 - - 0 0 
Particulates and 46th Street 24-hour - 105 101 0 0 
(PM1o) P.S. 59 1Jg/m3 Annual 31 - - 0 0 

24-hour - 60 59 0 0 

NO? P.S. 59 ppm Annual 0.040 - - 0 0 

Lead Madison Avenue 1Jg/m3 3-month - 0.060 0.060 0 0 
0, Queens College ppm 1-hour - 0.147 0.135 2 2 

Source: New York State Air Quality Report, Ambient Air Monitoring Systems, Annual 1997 DAR-98-1. 
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Table 10-6 

Representative Monitored Ambient Air Quality Data, Long Island 

Number of 
Exceedances of 

Concentrations Federal Standard 

Second 
Pollutant Location Units Period Mean Highest Highest Primary Secondary 

co Eisenhower Park ppm 1-hour - 8.5 8.4 0 0 
8-hour - 4.9 4.7 0 0 

S02 Eisenhower Park ppm Annual 0.005 - - 0 -
24-hour - 0.031 0.029 0 -
3-hour - 0.072 0.059 - 0 

Babylon ppm Annual 0.006 - - 0 -
24-hour - 0.031 0.029 0 -
3-hour - 0.051 0.046 - 0 

Respirable Eisenhower Park 1Jglm3 Annual 21 - - 0 0 
Particulates 24-hour - 73 46 0 0 
{PM 10) Babylon 24-hour 19 - - 0 0 

- 43 39 0 0 

N02 Eisenhower ppm Annual 0.025 - - 0 0 

Lead None 1Jglm3 3-month - - - - -

0, Babylon ppm 1-hour - 0.146 0.137 4 4 

Source: New York State Air Quality Report, Ambient Air Monitoring Systems, Annual 1997 DAR-98-1. 

C. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The East Side Access Project could affect both localized and regional air quality. The discussion 
below describes the project's potential effects on local carbon monoxide levels from increases 
in traffic (e.g., near Grand Central Terminal or near various LIRR parking lots on Long Island) 
as well as effects on regional air quality from changes in the total number of vehicle miles 
traveled. It also considers the effects of railroad activities (specifically, the relocation of diesel 
trains to new yards). Finally, the potential effects from stationary sources associated with the 
Preferred Alternative-i.e., the new heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HV AC) system 
for Option 2 and the new emergency ventilation-are considered. 

LOCALIZED (MICROSCALE) CARBON MONOXIDE ANALYSIS 

A microscale CO analysis was performed for the year 2010. For CO modeling, 2010 is the criti
cal analysis year, since in later years reduced vehicle emissions would yield lower predicted 
concentrations. Moreover, the project-generated traffic in 2020 would not be significantly 
greater than in 2010. In addition, as discussed later in this section, the modeled air quality re
sults for 2010 were well within the standards for CO. For these reasons, it was not necessary to 
study the year 2020 conditions as well as 2010. 
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The analysis followed the general modeling procedures that are discussed above. Vehicular traf
fic estimates, which are outlined in Chapter 9, "Transportation," were employed in the air quali
ty mobile source modeling. Table I 0-7 shows the results of this analysis for the No Action and 
Preferred Alternatives. The TSM Alternative would not generate significant vehicular activity, 
and was therefore not subjected to full microscale analysis. 

Table 10-7 
Maximum Predicted 8-Hour Average 

Carbon Monoxide Concentrations in 2010 

Receptor Time Preferred 
Site Location Period No Action Alternative 

1 Madison Avenue/48th Street MD 6.7 7.8* 

2 Park Avenue/48th Street AM 7.3 7.2 

3 Park Avenue/42nd Street PM 6.6 6.7 

4 Lexington Avenue/45th Street MD 7.8 7.9 

5 Third Avenue/48th Street MD 6.7 6.8 

6 Middle Neck Road/North Station Plaza AM 4.8 4.8 

7 Newbridoe Road (Route 1 06)/Duffy Avenue AM 6.6 6.7 

8 Main StreeUPort Washinqton Boulevard AM 4.5 4.5 

9 Hawkins Avenue/LIE South Service Road AM and PM 4.8 4.8 

10 Northern Boulevard/Bell Boulevard AM 4.8 4.9 

Notes: 
* Significant impact 
The TSM Alternative was not subject to microscale air quality modeling due to the small number 

of trips generated as part of this alternative. 
CO concentrations were predicted for project alternatives only at receptor sites where localized 

traffic conditions are expected to change because of those alternatives. 
The 8-hour NAAQS for CO is 9 ppm. 

Because predicted concentrations are far below the respective standard, no 1-hour values are 
shown. In addition, 8-hour values are the most critical for impact assessment. The values shown 
for CAL3QHC modeling are the highest predicted concentrations for each receptor location. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

As shown in Table 10-7, at all receptor sites analyzed, the future (2010) maximum predicted 
8-hour average CO concentrations for the No Action Alternative are below the 8-hour NAAQS 
of9 ppm. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

As described earlier, the TSM Alternative would not generate significant vehicular activity or 
affect traffic conditions significantly in the Manhattan study area. Consequently, it would be ex
pected that CO concentrations in Manhattan would be similar to the No Action levels. At sites 
on Long Island, the ISM Alternative would result in an increase in ridership on the LIRR, so 
it would be expected that CO levels would be higher than No Action levels. However, the new 
ridership, and therefore the associated increases in traffic levels and CO levels, would be lower 
than Preferred Alternative. 
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

As shown in Table 10-7, at all receptor sites the maximum predicted 8-hour average CO concen
trations for the 2010 Preferred Alternative are less than the 8-hour NAAQS of 9 ppm. However, 
at Receptor Location 1 (Madison Avenue/48th Street), the incremental increase over the No Ac
tion conditions would be greater than 0.5 ppm. For receptor sites located in Manhattan's CBD, 
a change of this level is considered a significant impact requiring mitigation. As shown in 
section D, which follows ("Mitigation Measures"), the traffic mitigation measures proposed at 
this receptor location would be effective. The resulting incremental increase would be less than 
0.5 ppm over the No Action condition. 

REGIONAL (MESOSCALE) ANALYSIS 

A mesoscale analysis is typically performed by computing total pollutant levels ("burdens") 
within a project's overall study area. Pollutant burdens represent total expected quantities of 
pollutant emissions for a region for a defined time period. Pollutant burdens were computed for 
the annual quantities of CO, VOCs, NOx, and PM10 that would be emitted due to project-related 
changes in vehicular activity within the entire study area. Vehicular pollutant burdens were 
computed based on the most recent EPA vehicle emission estimating procedures, MOBILE5B 
(for CO, VOCs, and NOx), PART 5 (for PM10), and on the changes in vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) for the analysis year (2010). 

Pollutant burdens provide an indication of the general change in air quality. They are particular
ly useful for assessing the relative change in the concentration of the reactive air pollutants
hydrocarbons and NOx-and resultant concentrations of photochemical oxidants (ozone). In ad
dition, CO burdens are examined to determine the general effect of changes in vehicular activity 
on background levels of this pollutant. 

Changes in VMT within the network were based on the project's transportation model (de
scribed in Chapter 9, "Transportation"). Vehicular speeds for each county were based on infor
mation in NYSDEC's SIP emissions inventory. For each pollutant, an appropriate temperature 
was used to compute the various speed-dependent emission factors. For CO, 50° Fahrenheit was 
used for Manhattan and 43 o Fahrenheit for Queens, Kings, Bronx, Nassau, and Suffolk Coun
ties. For VOCs and NOx, 78.3 o Fahrenheit was used for all counties, reflecting the summer 
ozone season. The emission factors for rail diesel locomotives were based on the estimated con
trolled emission rates for locomotives manufactured in 1973-2001 (Tier 0) from EPA 
420-F-97-048. As shown in Table 10-8, the project would reduce the pollutant burdens of CO, 
VOCs, NOx, and PM10 in the region because of its anticipated reductions to vehicular traffic. To 
provide context as to the magnitude of this change, Table 10-9 provides the estimated total 
budgets for each of those pollutants, as provided in the SIP. 

PARTICULATE MATTER ANALYSIS 

EFFECTS OF VEHICULAR TRAFFIC 

As discussed previously in Chapter 9, "Transportation," the Preferred Alternative could result 
in an increase in bus volumes during the peak periods on some local bus routes serving the GCT 
area. Most notably, the Preferred Alternative may require an increase in bus trips in the peak 
hour on Madison Avenue (Ml/M2/M3/M4/Q32) and on Lexington Avenue (Ml01/Ml02/ 
Ml03/M98). Therefore, an analysis was conducted to determine the effect of these increases 
on ambient levels of respirable particulate matter (PM10). In Midtown Manhattan, PM 10 
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Table 10-8 

Regional Mobile Source Pollutant Burdens 
Relative to the No Action Alternative 

Incremental Pollutant Burdens (tons per year) 

Preferred Alternative TSM Alternative 

co VOCs NOX PM1o co VOCs NOX PM,o 

-149.0 -50.4 -28.5 -21.1 -41.8 -14.1 -8.0 -5.9 
-136.0 -45.7 -24.8 -18.6 -49.1 -16.5 -9.0 -6.7 
-30.2 -10.9 -6.3 -4.7 -27.1 -9.8 -5.7 -4.2 

New York -182.9 -36.0 -10.4 -7.4 -24.1 -4.8 -1.4 -1.0 
Brooklyn 1.1 0.4 0.2 0.2 -3.3 -1.2 -0.7 -0.5 

Bronx -63.1 -21.5 -12.2 -9.0 -6.7 -2.3 -1.3 -1.0 
Other 1.5 0.4 0.2 0.2 -1.2 -0.35 -0.2 -0.1 

Total Motor Vehicle -558.6 -163.7 -81.8 -60.5 -153.3 -49.0 -26.2 -19.4 

Commuter Rail/Diesel -5.2 -2.0 -35.0 -1.3 10.3 3.9 69.1 2.6 
TOTAL -563.8 -165.6 -116.7 -61.8 -143.0 -45.1 43.0 -16.8 

Note: The totals in this table do not include provision of a new diesel rail yard at Yaphank or River-
head. If that yard is included, the decrease to CO, VOCs, NOx, and PM10 would be slightly less. 

Table 10-9 

Projected Emissions Budgets for New 
York Metropolitan Area 

Emissions Budgets 
(tons per year) 

Pollutant 2000 2007 

co 889 505 869 065 
VOCs 53 290 48 180 
No 73 365 60 955 
PM,n NA* NA* 

Note: * The PM10 budget for New York County is 
321 tons per year for 2000. New York 
County is the only county in the NYMA that 
is non-attainment for PM10 and therefore 
the only county with a PM10 budget. 

concentrations are monitored by NYSDEC at three locations-P.S. 59 on 57th Street between 
Second and Third A venues, Madison A venue between 47th and 48th Streets, and West 37th 
Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues. The monitor at P.S. 59 is a rooftop monitor that, 
in the past, has shown annual average concentrations of between 30 and 40 11g/m3

. These con
centrations are well below the NAAQS of 50 11g/m3

• At the 37th Street site, which is a new 
monitoring site in the Garment District, only one year of data is available and the annual average 
concentration in 1997 was 42 J.1g/m3

• However, between 1988 and 1991, annual average PM 10 

concentrations at the Madison Avenue site exceeded the NAAQS, which resulted in New York 
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County (Manhattan) being designated non-attainment for this pollutant by EPA. In 1994 and 
1995 the annual average concentration at this location also slightly exceeded (51 ,ug/m3

) the 
NAAQS, while the 1996 and 1997 annual averages were below the NAAQS ( 45 and 46 ,ug/m3

, 

respectively). 

In the 1995 New York SIP PM 10 Redesignation Request and Attainment Demonstration, 
NYSDEC concluded that the high concentration ofPM10 at the Madison Avenue site was there
sult of a high number of heavy-duty diesel vehicles (principally buses) and a canyon-like, nar
row street geometry. Other Midtown locations, such as Seventh Avenue at 34th Street, which 
had similar bus volumes and even more heavy-duty diesel trucks, did not exhibit the high PM 10 

concentrations seen at the more confined Madison Avenue site. The monitoring site at Seventh 
Avenue was subsequently discontinued after years of monitored levels in compliance with the 
NAAQS. In a source apportionment study, conducted for NYSDEC, it was determined that 53 
percent of the particulate matter at the Madison Avenue site was derived from emissions from 
heavy-duty diesel vehicles, primarily buses. 

The lower PM10 concentrations in recent years are primarily due to EPA's 1993 final rule on 
diesel bus emissions. As determined in the 1995 SIP, PM 10 emissions from urban buses were ex
pected to decrease by more than 60 percent from 1995 to 2000 due to the new emission stan
dards. These estimates did not include the additional benefit from alternatively-fueled vehicles 
such as buses fueled by compressed natural gas. Many of the benefits of this rule will be 
realized after 2000, as new lower polluting buses replace older higher polluting vehicles, and by 
2010, the full benefit of this rule should be realized. Based on NYSDEC's apportionment study, 
approximately 24 ,ug/m3 of the 46 ,ug/m3 for the most recent data along Madison A venue is due 
to diesel bus emissions. While no measured PM10 data is available for Lexington Avenue, it can 
conservatively be assumed that PM 10 concentrations and the bus contribution is similar to that 
ofMadison Avenue. While Lexington has a greater number of diesel trucks than Madison Ave
nue, it is a wider street and the bus volumes are lower. 

While the proposed project would require an increase in the number of buses during the peak 
hour, annual average concentrations would only be affected slightly. It should be noted that the 
short-term standard for PM10 is based on 24-hour average concentrations, and the measured 
levels at even the highest site are only % of the NAAQS for this averaging period. The annual 
average concentration (as well as the 24-hour average) reflects the cumulative concentration 
from all of the buses passing by the monitoring location during the day. Therefore, to assess the 
change in concentration due to the Preferred Alternative, it is necessary to determine the in
crease in the total number ofbuses along Lexington or Madison Avenue during a 24-hour peri
od. Currently, during the course of a day, approximately 1,300 and 530 buses travel along 
Madison and Lexington Avenues, respectively. On a 24-hour basis, the Preferred Alternative 
could increase volumes by up to approximately 10 buses on both Madison and Lexington 
A venues. This represents an increase in bus passbys of approximately 7. 9 percent on Lexington 
Avenue and 0.8 percent on Madison Avenue. Based on current bus contribution (24 ,ug/m3

) to 
ambient PM10 levels at these locations, this magnitude of bus volume increase would result in 
an increase in concentration of approximately 0.2 to 0.5 ,ug/m3

. This increase is much less than 
the expected decrease in concentration of more than 10 ,ug/m3 due to the new emission stan
dards. Therefore the Preferred Alternative would not cause an exceedance of the PM 10 NAAQS 
or result in a significant air quality impact with respect to this pollutant. 
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EFFECTS OF RAIL YARD ACTIVITY 

The No Action and TSM Alternatives would not result in changes in diesel train activities 
at rail yards. The new yard required on the Port jefferson Branch under these alternatives 
would be for storage of electric trainsets. Therefore, neither the No Action nor the TSM 
Alternative would result in changes in air quality from train yard activities. 

An assessment was conducted to determine if the Preferred Alternative would result in any ad
verse air quality effects from changes in rail yard activities. Specifically, the analysis considered 
the relocation of NY AR from Yard A to Blissville or Maspeth Yard and Fresh Pond Yard in 
Queens, the relocation of MNR activities from Madison Yard to Highbridge Yard in the Bronx, 
and the possible creation of a new nighttime storage yard for diesel trains at Yaphank or River
head, Suffolk County. At these locations, yard facilities, the main concern would be PM 10 emis
sions from operations or idling of diesel locomotives. The analysis conducted is described 
below. 

At Highbridge Yard, the East Side Access Project would provide for the midday storage of elec
tric trainsets only, since these are being displaced from the lower level of GCT. Since electric 
trainsets do not emit pollutants, the storage facilities at Highbridge Yard would not result in 
changes to air pollutant levels at the yard or in surrounding areas. In addition to the tracks 
at Highbridge Yard for trains displaced by East Side Access, future MNR plans also 
include the midday storage of dual-mode equipment and servicing of diesel engines at 
Highbridge. The trains would operate in the electric mode when traveling to Highbridge 
Yard. Significant increases in diesel emissions are not expected to result from Metro
North's future operations at Highbridge. 

In terms ofNY AR operations, only Blissville Yard would experience an increase in diesel loco
motive operations, since Bliss ville is the only site where NY AR does not store trains today. 
Consequently, only Blissville Yard has the potential for increased diesel emissions and 
related changes in air quality. Based on discussions with NY AR and an analysis of their 
operating needs, it is expected that one train a day would operate out of Blissville. This train 
would be equipped with one or two diesel locomotives operating for a period of approximately 
four hours throughout the yard. Since the nearest sensitive receptor is approximately 400 feet 
away, this level of diesel activity would not result in a measurable change in ambient levels of 
PM 10 and therefore would not result in any significant air quality impacts. Although Maspeth 
Yard may be used as an alternate location for freight car storage, train operations in the future 
with or without the Preferred Alternative would be the same-i.e., two freight trains per day. 
Therefore, there would be no increase in locomotive diesel emissions at Maspeth. Similarly, the 
number of trains traveling to Fresh Pond Yard would not change from existing conditions. 
Consequently, the Preferred Alternative would not result in changes in air quality at Fresh 
Pond Yard or the surrounding area. 

In addition, a screening analysis of the potential air quality effects associated with the creation 
of new yards for nighttime storage of trains on Long Island was conducted. Of the seven 
illustrative yard sites being evaluated in this FEIS, only the Riverhead site and potentially the 
Yaphank sites would be for diesel trains. Therefore, the air quality screening analysis evaluated 
the potential localized effects of idling diesel trains at the worst-case site, Riverhead. The analy
sis considered the effects on the residences and other sensitive receptors nearby. A new yard 
at Riverhead would provide storage for three diesel trains. Each train would idle for 
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approximately 1 hour before leaving the yard, once a day. The analysis was based on the worst 
case scenario of all three diesel trains idling at the same time. The maximum predicted 24-hour 
average PM 10 concentration from the screening analysis of diesel trains is 49f.1g/m3

• The 
maximum annual average concentration would be much less than the 24-hour average concen
tration, and therefore would be well below the annual standard of 50 J.1g/m3

• Therefore the 
additional diesel activity at Riverhead would not result in any predicted localized air quality 
impacts. 

EFFECTS OF PROJECT VENTILATION SYSTEMS 

As described in Chapter 2, most of the Preferred Alternative's new ventilation systems would 
be passive systems that draw fresh air into and out of the tunnels and station area. These ventila
tion facilities required for the Preferred Alternative-including the ventilation building at 47 
East 44th Street under Option 1-would not emit air contaminants during normal operations, 
since they would be exhausting air from the normal station and tunnel operations. The Preferred 
Alternative's Option 2 (new tracks and platforms beneath GCT's existing lower level) would re
quire a new HV AC system for its below-grade mezzanine, cross passages, and station. The new 
facility would be created in conjunction with the new ventilation facility to be constructed under 
either project option on East 44th Street. In addition, either project option would require a ven
tilation system to clear smoke from tunnels and passenger areas in emergencies. The air quality 
effects of these two project components are described below. As noted in Chapter 2, Option 
2 is the preferred engineering option for East Side Access. 

HVACSYSTEM 

Option 2's new HV AC plant at 47 East 44th Street would be equipped with either air- or water
cooled chillers, cooling towers (if water chilled), and several air handling units. The equipment 
would be powered with either electricity or natural gas supplied by Con Edison. With natural 
gas, the main pollutant of concern is nitrogen dioxide, and concentrations of this pollutant are 
below NAAQS in the vicinity of the project. The exhaust from the gas-fired system would be 
placed on the roof of the new structure in accordance with the applicable air quality pollution 
control requirements for similar HV AC systems in New York City. The exhaust would be 
placed to avoid adverse effects on any sensitive receptors, including the adjacent buildings' ven
tilation systems. 

EMERGENCY VENTILATION SYSTEM 

In accordance with National Fire Protection Association Standard 130, an emergency ventilation 
system would be provided for the Preferred Alternative's tunnels. The objective of the emergen
cy ventilation system is to preserve safe egress routes for LIRR passengers/employees and safe 
ingress routes for emergency service personnel during tunnel fire events. To meet this objective, 
the mechanical/electrical elements of the emergency ventilation system would be designed to di
rect smoke away from the designated egress routes and the preferred ingress route for emergen
cy service personnel during a particular tunnel fire event. The desired effect can be achieved by 
adopting a longitudinal (or "push-pull") ventilation approach-whereby ventilation fans on one 
side of the incident location are operated in supply mode, while ventilation fans on the opposite 
side of the incident are operated in exhaust mode. The operation of the ventilation fans in supply 
mode would establish a smoke-free zone for evacuation, rescue and fire-fighting activities; the 
ventilation fans operating in exhaust mode would purge smoke from the tunnel system. Smoke 
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from the fire would be exhausted from ventilation structures on the roofs of buildings above the 
trainshed and/or from grates in streets and sidewalks in the area. 

D. MITIGATION MEASURES 

An analysis was performed to determine the effect of the proposed traffic mitigation measures, 
discussed in Chapter 9, "Transportation," on maximum predicted CO concentrations at each 
microscale intersection where changes were recommended. As discussed above, the air quality 
analysis identified one significant adverse air quality impact, at Receptor Site 1 (Madison Ave
nue/48th Street). This impact would be mitigated through the implementation of the proposed 
traffic mitigation measures at the intersections of 48th Street and Park and Third Avenues. 
As shown in Table 10-10, the analysis concluded that with the traffic mitigation measures in 
place, no significant air quality impacts would result from the Preferred Alternative. 

Receptor 
Site 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Table 10-10 

Maximum Predicted 8-Hour Average 
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations in 2010 
for Proposed Traffic Mitigation Measures 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Time No Preferred with 
Location Period Action Alternative Mitigation 

Madison Avenue/48th Street MD 6.7 7.8 6.8 

Park Avenue/48th Street AM 7.3 7.2 7.0 

Park Avenue/42nd Street PM/MD 6.6/6.4 6.7/6.4 6.6/6.7 

Lexington Avenue/45th Street MD/AM 7.8/6.2 7.9/6.1 -/6.1 

Third Avenue/48th Street MD 6.7 6.8 6.8 

Middle Neck Road/North Station Plaza AM 4.8 4.8 4.8 

Newbridge Road (Route 1 06)/Duffy Avenue AM 6.6 6.7 6.7 

Main StreeUPort Washinqton Boulevard AM 4.5 4.5 4.6 

Hawkins Avenue/LIE South Service Road AM and PM 4.8 4.8 4.8 

Northern Boulevard/Bell Boulevard AM 4.8 4.9 4.8 

Note: For locations where the maximum predicted 8-hour average CO concentrations do not occur in the 
same time period as in the No Action and Preferred Alternatives, the concentrations for both time 
periods are given. 

E. CONSISTENCY WITH THE NEW YORK STATE AIR QUALITY 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN: PROJECT-LEVEL CONFORMITY 

Projects that are funded or approved by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) are subject to 
the conformity requirements of the CAAA. Air quality analyses indicate that the East Side 
Access Project would conform to the regional air quality requirements defined, within the 
framework of the CAAA, in the SIP. The effects of the East Side Access Project were analyzed 
as part of the RTP and TIP conformity analyses, both of which have been found to meet the con
formity tests as identified by federal and state requirements. Further, the results of the localized 
CO concentration analyses at specific intersections demonstrate that no new violations of the 
NAAQS standards would occur, nor would existing violations worsen, under the Preferred 
Alternative. •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter assesses the potential for noise and vibration impacts from operation of the pro
posed MT A/LIRR East Side Access Project. Noise and vibration during construction are as
sessed separately in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts." 

Operation of the project could affect noise and vibration levels in a number of ways. In Manhat
tan, new rail service in a tunnel beneath existing residential and commercial buildings could in
crease vibration and ground-borne noise levels in those structures. In Queens, portions of the 
new tunnel along 41st A venue in close proximity to existing structures could change existing 
levels. In addition, increased rail service through the approaches of the 63rd Street Tunnel that 
pass under developed portions of Manhattan and Queens may also result in increased vibration 
levels at nearby structures. 

The project's Preferred Alternative would allow LIRR to increase train service throughout Long 
Island and Queens. This additional service would increase train passbys along most branches, 
creating a potential for adverse noise impacts at sensitive locations along the right-of-way. 

In addition, the relocation of the MNR Madison Yard operations to Highbridge Yard and there
location of the New York & Atlantic Railway (NY AR) freight operations from Yard A to alter
nate locations may result in adverse noise impacts at adjacent sites, as well as the provision for 
overnight storage at east end yards. 

Each of these issues are addressed in the following sections of the chapter. This chapter exa
mines the potential for impacts related to noise and vibration in two sections: B, "Noise," and C, 
"Vibration." Each of these sections includes a discussion of methodology and an evaluation of 
existing conditions and the future conditions predicted for the project alternatives. 

B. NOISE 

INTRODUCTION 

The noise analysis for the proposed project was performed using procedures described in the 
Federal Transit Administration (FT A) guidance manual, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment, April1995. This FTA guidance document provides a three-step process for analy
sis: a noise screening procedure, a general noise assessment methodology, and a detailed noise 
analysis methodology. The screening procedure is used to determine whether any noise sensitive 
receivers are within distances where impacts are likely to occur; the general noise assessment 
methodology is used to detennine locations (or in the case of this project rail segments) where 
there is the potential for impacts; and the detailed noise analysis methodology is used to predict 
impacts and evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation with greater precision than can be achieved 
with the general noise assessment. For this project, in terms of rail noise, noise receptors are 
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located in close proximity to the existing rail track, and consequently rail noise was evaluated 
using the general and detailed noise assessment methodologies. 

The following section discusses noise fundamentals, standards, and impact criteria; general 
noise assessment methodology; detailed noise analysis methodology; existing noise levels, and 
noise levels for the project alternatives. 

NOISE FUNDAMENTALS, STANDARDS, AND IMPACT CRITERIA 

NOISE FUNDAMENTALS 

Quantitative information on the effects of airborne noise on people is well documented. If suffi
ciently loud, noise may adversely affect people in several ways. For example, noise may inter
fere with human activities, such as sleep, speech communication, and tasks requiring concen
tration or coordination. It may also cause annoyance, hearing damage, and other physiological 
problems. Several noise scales and rating methods are used to quantify the effects of noise on 
people. These scales and methods consider such factors as loudness, duration, time of occur
rence, and changes in noise level with time. However, it must be remembered that all the stated 
effects of noise on people vary greatly with the individual. 

Sound is a fluctuation in air pressure. Sound pressure levels are measured in units called "deci
bels" (dB). The particular character of the noise that we hear (a whistle compared with a French 
hom, for example) is determined by the speed, or "frequency," at which the air pressure fluctu
ates, or "oscillates." Frequency defines the oscillation of sound pressure in terms of cycles per 
second. One cycle per second is known as one Hertz (Hz). People can hear over a relatively 
limited range of sound frequencies, generally between 20 and 20,000 Hz, and the ear does not 
perceive all frequencies equally well. High frequencies (that whistle, for example) are more 
easily discerned and therefore more intrusive than many of the lower frequencies (the lower 
notes on the French horn, for example). 

"A "-Weighted Sound Level (dBA) 

To bring a uniform noise measurement that simulates people's perception ofloudness and an
noyance, the decibel measurement is weighted to account for those frequencies most audible to 
the human ear. This is known as the A-weighted sound level, or "dBA," and it is the most often 
used descriptor of noise levels where community noise is the issue. As shown in Table 11-1, the 
threshold of human hearing is defined as 0 dBA; very quiet conditions (as in a library, for exam
ple) are approximately 40 dB A; levels between 50 dB A and 70 dB A define the range of accepta
ble daily activity; levels above 70 dBA would be considered noisy, loud, intrusive, and deafen
ing as we move up the scale to 130 dBA. In considering these values, it is important to note that 
the dB A scale is logarithmic, meaning that each increase of 10 dB A describes a doubling of 
sound pressure. Thus, the background noise in an office, at 50 dBA, is perceived as twice as 
loud as a library at 40 dBA. A change of 3 dBA is needed for most people to perceive an in
crease in noise. A change of 5 dBA is generally readily noticeable.* 

* Average ability to perceive changes in noise levels from Bolt Beranek and Neuman, Inc., Fundamen
tals and Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise, Report No. PB-222-703. Prepared for the Federal 
Highway Administration, June 1973. 
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Table 11-1 

Common Noise Levels 

Sound Source 

Military jet, air raid siren 

Amplified rock music 

Jet takeoff at 500 meters 
Train horn at 30 meters 
Freight train at 30 meters 
Heavy truck at 15 meters 
Busy city street, loud shout 
Busy traffic intersection 

Vacuum cleaner at 1 meter 
Highway traffic at 15 meters, train 

Predominantly industrial area 
Phone ringing at 1 meter 
Light car traffic at 15 meters, city or commercial areas or 

residential areas close to industry 
Background noise in an office 
Suburban areas with medium density transportation 
Public library 

Soft whisper at 5 meters 

Threshold of hearing 

(dBA) 

130 

I 
110 

I 
100 
95 
90 

I 
80 

70 
I 

60 

50 

I 
40 
I 

30 

I 
0 

Note: A 10 dBA increase in level doubles the apparent loudness, 
and a 10 dBA decrease halves the apparent loudness. 

Source: AKRF, Inc. 

It is also important to understand that combinations of different noise sources are not additive. 
For example, two noise sources, a vacuum cleaner operating at approximately 72 dBA and a 
telephone ringing at approximately 58 dBA, do not combine to create a noise level of 130 dBA. 
That is the equivalent of a jet airplane or air raid siren, as shown in Table 11-1. In fact, the 
person vacuuming may very well simply not hear the phone ringing. On the logarithmic scale, 
the combination of these two noise sources would yield a dBA level of72.2. 

Effects of Distance on Noise 

Noise varies with distance from the source. For example, at-grade rail transit at 50 mph at 50 
feet will typically produce sound levels of approximately 75 dBA. The same noise will measure 
approximately 70.5 dBA at a distance of 100 feet. This decrease is known as "drop-off." The 
outdoor drop-off rate for moving noise sources, such as traffic or rail transit, is a decrease of 4.5 
dBA for every doubling of distance between the noise source and receiver. For stationary noise 
sources, such as amplified rock music, the outdoor drop-off rate is a decrease of 6.0 dBA for 
every doubling of distance between the noise source and receiver. 
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Noise Descriptors Used in Impact Assessment 

Because the sound pressure level unit of dBA describes a noise level at just one moment and 
very few noises are constant, other ways of describing noise over more extended periods have 
been developed. One way of describing fluctuating sound is to describe the fluctuating noise 
heard over a specific period as if it had been a steady, unchanging sound. For this condition, a 
descriptor called the "equivalent sound level," Leq' can be computed. Leq is the constant sound 
level that, in a given situation and period (e.g., I hour, denoted by Leq(l)' or 24 hours, denoted as 
Leq(24)), conveys the same sound energy as the actual time-varying sound. Statistical sound level 
descriptors such as L1, L 10, L50, L90, and Lx are sometimes used to indicate noise levels that are 
exceeded I, I 0, 50, 90, and x percent of the time, respectively. Discrete event peak levels are 
given as L01 levels. 

The relationship between Leq and levels of exceedance is worth noting. Because Leq is defined 
in energy rather than straight numerical terms, it is not simply related to the levels of exceed
ance. If the noise fluctuates very little, Leq will approximate L50 or the median level. If the noise 
fluctuates broadly, the Leq will be approximately equal to the L 10 value. If extreme fluctuations 
are present, the Leq will exceed L90 or the background level by I 0 or more decibels. Thus, the 
relationship between Leq and the levels of exceedance will depend on the character of the noise. 
In community noise measurements, it has been observed that the Leq is generally between L10 

and L50 • The relationship between Leq and exceedance levels is used to characterize the noise 
sources and to determine the nature and extent of their impact at all receptor locations. 

A descriptor for cumulative 24-hour exposure is the day-night sound level, abbreviated as Lctn· 
This is a 24-hour measure that accounts for the moment-to-moment fluctuations in A-weighted 
noise levels due to all sound sources during 24 hours, combined. Mathematically, the Ldn noise 
level is the average of all Leq(I) noise levels over a 24-hour period, where nighttime noise levels 
(I 0 PM to 7 AM) are increased by I 0 dB A before averaging. 

Following FTA guidance, the maximum 1-hour equivalent sound level (Leq(I)) or the day-night 
sound level (Ldn) is used for impact assessment, depending on land use category as described 
below. 

NOISE STANDARDS AND CRITERIA 

Noise levels associated with the operation of the alternatives under consideration as part of the 
East Side Access Project are subject to the noise standards defined by FT A. 

In April 1995, FTA issued its report, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, as a 
guideline for the evaluation of noise and vibration levels resulting from mass transit projects, 
and the assessment of impacts that result. The noise analysis methodology in the FT A report 
determines operational noise impacts that result from mass transit projects based on peak-hour 
Leq(I) and 24-hour Ldn noise levels, depending on the land use category of the affected areas near 
mass transit projects. As described in Table 11-2, categories 1 and 3, which include land uses 
that are noise sensitive, but where people do not sleep, require examination of a one-hour Leq for 
the noisiest peak hour. Category 2, which includes residences, hospitals, and other locations 
where nighttime sensitivity to noise is very important, use ofLdn is required. 

Using these noise descriptors, the FTA impact criteria are keyed to the noise level generated by 
the project (called "project noise exposure") in locations of varying ambient noise levels. As 
shown in Figure 11-1, two types of impacts are defined for each land use category, depending 
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Land Use Noise Metric 
Category (dBA) 

1 Outdoor Leq(hl * 

2 Outdoor Ldn 

3 Outdoor Leq(hl * 

Chapter 11: Noise and Vibration 

Table 11-2 

FTA's Land Use Category and Metrics 
for Transit Noise Impact Criteria 

Description of Land Use Category 

Tracts of land where quiet is an essential element in the intended purpose. 
This category includes lands set aside for serenity and quiet, and such land 
uses as outdoor amphitheaters and concert pavilions, as well as National 
Historic Landmarks with significant outdoor use. 

Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This category in-
eludes homes, hospitals, and hotels, where a nighttime sensitivity to noise 
is assumed to be of utmost importance. 

Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This category 
includes schools, libraries, and churches, where it is important to avoid inter-
terence with such activities as speech, meditation, and concentration on 
reading material. Buildings with interior spaces where quiet is important-
such as medical offices, conference rooms, recording studios, and concert 
halls-fall into this category. Places for meditation or study associated with 
cemeteries, monuments, museums. Certain historical sites, parks, and rec-
reational facilities are also included. 

Note:* Leq for the noisiest hour of transit-related activity during hours of noise sensitivity. 
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA, April1995. 

on existing ambient noise levels. Thus, where existing noise levels are 40 dBA, for land use 
categories I and 2 the respective Leq and Ldn noise exposure from the project would create im
pacts if they were above approximately 50 dB A and would create severe impacts if they were 
above approximately 55 dBA. For category 3, a project noise exposure level above approximate
ly 55 dBA would be considered an impact and above approximately 60 dBA would be con
sidered severe impacts. The difference between "severe impact" and "impact" is that the former 
denotes a change in noise level that a significant percentage of people would find annoying 
while the latter is indicative of a change in noise level noticeable to most people but not neces
sarily sufficient to result in strong adverse reactions from the community. 

GENERAL NOISE ASSESSMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

The FT A general noise assessment methodology, contained in theFT A guidance manual, was 
used to determine the potential for significant project noise impacts from a) increased train ser
vice at sensitive locations on Long Island and Queens, b) relocation ofMNR and NY AR opera
tions to alternate locations in the Bronx and Queens, and c) possible creation of new train 
storage yards in Nassau and/or Suffolk County, as described below. 

INCREASED TRAIN SERVICE 

The LIRR system consists of 10 branches and hundreds of miles of track. For purposes of the 
general noise assessment of increased train service, the system was divided into 17 segments. 
These segments were developed based on locations with comparable and contiguous train pass
bys. The segments and the stations are presented in Table 11-3. Segments with no change (or 
negative change) in the number of trains between existing and future 2020 conditions were not 
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LIRR Station 
of Analysis 

Flatbush Avenue 

Jamaica 

Great Neck 

Valley Stream 

Floral Park 

Hempstead 

Far Rockaway 

Long Beach 

West Hempstead 

Mineola 

O'l_ster Ba_y 

Hicksville 

Huntington 

Port Jefferson 

Babylon 

Ronkonkoma 

Patchogue 

Table 11-3 

LIRR Branch Segment Representation 

Represents Branch Segment Segment Letter 
Between (see Fig. 11-2) 

Flatbush Avenue and Jamaica A 

Sunnyside and Jamaica B 

Main Line and Port Washington c 
Jamaica and Valley Stream D 

Jamaica and Floral Park E 

Floral Park and Hempstead F 

Valley Stream and Far Rockaway G 

Valley Stream and Long Beach H 

Valley Stream and West Hempstead I 

Floral Park and Mineola J 

Mineola and Oyster Bay K 

Mineola and Hicksville L 

Hicksville and Huntington M 

Huntinqton and Port Jefferson N 

Valley Stream Bethpaqe and Babylon 0 
Beth_page and Ronkonkoma p 

Babylon and Montauk Q 

included in the analysis, since no adverse noise impacts would occur at these locations. These 
included the segments between the main line and Hunterspoint Avenue, between Long Island 
City and Jamaica, and between Ronkonkoma and Greenport. 

Methodology and Data Input 

The general noise assessment methodology consists of determining the project noise exposure 
at 50 feet from the centerline of track and comparing the calculated levels (i.e., with the 
Preferred Alternative) with allowable levels based on existing noise levels and land use categor
ies. Since the general noise assessment is used as a screening methodology to determine which 
locations would require a detailed investigation, it was assumed that somewhere along each 
branch or section ofbranch of the existing rail line, all land use categories may be present within 
50 feet of the track centerline. Therefore, both the Ldn as well as the Leq noise metrics were used 
in the analysis. 

The average number of cars per train on each branch segment for existing conditions for both 
the peak hour and 24-hour analyses were based on current operational characteristics. The 
average number of cars per train on each branch segment for future 2020 peak hour conditions 
was predicted based on the future 2020 service plan, and estimated ridership. Since the off-peak 
service plan is not demand-driven, it was assumed that existing and 2020 train consists for off
peak hours are the same. In all cases, diesel trainsets were assumed to consist of one operating 
locomotive (dual-mode train sets are equipped with two locomotives only one of which operates 
at a given time). 
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Since ballasted, welded rail is used along most branch segments, this type of rail was assumed 
for the noise assessment. The thresholds of impact for each land use category were determined 
based on calculated existing noise levels using Figure 11-1. 

Results 

During the peak hour for FT A Category 1 land uses, as shown in Table 11-4, there are eight 
segments or locations where general noise assessment indicated the potential for impacts 
from the Preferred Alternative. These segments are Jamaica, Great Neck, Floral Park, Mineola, 
Oyster Bay, Hicksville, Huntington, and Ronkonkoma. For PTA Category 3 land uses, as shown 
in the Table 11-4, there are no segments with the potential for impacts from the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Segment 
Letter Segment 

A Flatbush Avenue 

B Jamaica 

c Great Neck 
D Valley Stream 

E Floral Park 

F Hempstead 

G Far Rockaway 

H Long Beach 
I West Hempstead 

J Mineola 

K Oyster Bay 
L Hicksville 

M Huntil}gton 

N Port Jefferson 

0 Babylon 
p Ronkonkoma 
Q Patchogue 

Notes: 

Table 11-4 

General Noise Assessment Results by Location, 
Peak Hour (8 to 9 AM), 50 feet from Track Centerline 

Potential 
Impacts of 

Peak Hour the 
Existing Land Use Land Use Project Preferred Onset of 

Peak Hour Category 1 Category 3 Noise Alternative Impact 
Noise Threshold Threshold Exposure (by Land from 
Level of Impact of Impact Levels Use Centerline 

L •• (dBA) L •• (dBA) L •• (dBA) L •• (dBA) Category) (feet) 

67 62 67 61 No Impact -

71 65 70 68 Impact (1) 100 

60 58 63 59 Impact (1) 65 
71 65 70 65 No lmQ_act -
71 65 70 68 Impact (1) 100 

57 56 61 51 No Impact -
52 54 59 47 No Impact -
55 55 60 48 No Impact -
52 54 59 46 No lmQ_act -
70 65 70 68 Impact (1) 100 

64 60 65 61 Impact (1) 65 

70 65 70 67 Impact (1) 80 

68 63 68 64 Impact (1) 65 

67 62 67 59 No Impact -
68 63 68 62 No Impact -

64 60 65 62 lmpact_{_U 80 

65 61 66 59 No Impact -

Noise levels shown are rounded to the nearest decibel. 
Threshold of Impact indicates impact would occur at greater than or equal to(~) the value presented. 

Over a 24-hour period for FTA Category 2 land uses, as shown in Table 11-5, the Preferred 
Alternative could potentially create noise impacts at six segments or locations-Valley Stream, 
Jamaica, Floral Park, Mineola, Hicksville, and Port Jefferson (see Figure 11-2). With the excep
tion of Valley Stream, these locations represent a continuous portion of the LIRR system, from 
Sunnyside to the Port Jefferson station. With respect to Valley Stream, these potential impacts 
are predicted to occur because several lines converge at or just before this section of the system, 
and in the future, additional diesel trains are forecast to be present on the branch. The latter con
dition is not a direct result of the Preferred Alternative, but rather a consequence of the new 
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dual-mode diesel locomotives introduced as part of future background conditions common to all 
alternatives, which will enable diesel trains from the Montauk or Port Jefferson Branches to run 
the length of the system into Manhattan. In the existing condition, most diesel trains do not go 
west of Babylon on the Montauk Branch. 

Segment 
Letter 

A 

B 

c 
D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

K 

L 

M 

N 

0 
p 

Q 

Notes: 

Segment 

Table 11-5 

General Noise Assessment Results by Location, Ldn 
24 Hour Day-Night, 50 feet from Track Centerline 

Potential 
Land Use Project Impact of the 

Existing Category 2 Noise Preferred Onset of 
Day-Night Threshold Exposure Alternative Impact from 

Noise Level of Impact Level (Land Use Centerline 
Ldn (dBA) Ldn (dBA) Ldn (dBA) Category2) (feet) 

Flatbush Avenue 72 65 60 No Impact -

Jamaica 77 65 74 Impact 400 
Great Neck 68 63 62 No Impact -
Valley Stream 76 65 68 Impact 100 
Floral Park 76 65 68 Impact 100 
Hempstead 67 63 60 No Impact -
Far Rockaway 62 59 52 No Impact -

Long Beach 67 62 58 No Impact -
West Hempstead 63 60 58 No Impact -
Mineola 75 65 67 Impact 80 
Oyster Bay 65 61 56 No Impact -

Hicksville 75 65 67 Impact 80 
Huntington 73 65 64 No Impact -
Port Jefferson 67 62 65 Impact 100 
Babylon 75 65 54 No Impact -

Ronkonkoma 71 65 56 No Impact -
Patchogue 66 62 57 No Impact -

Noise levels shown are rounded to the nearest decibel. 
Threshold of Impact indicates impact would occur at greater than or equal to(~) the value presented. 

Detailed noise analysis was conducted for all rail segments where the general noise as
sessment indicated the potential for impacts. That analysis is provided later in this chapter. 

REPLACEMENT YARDS 

As discussed in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives," the Preferred Alternative would involve con
struction at three rail yards in New York City-either Blissville or Maspeth Yard and Fresh 
Pond Yard in Queens and Highbridge Yard in the Bronx. This section assesses the potential 
noise impacts associated with relocating the displaced MNR and NY AR existing operations 
from Grand Central Terminal's (GCT) Madison Avenue facility and Yard A, respectively. 

Blissville Yard-a former rail yard located on the Montauk Branch-would serve as the main 
replacement for the NY AR's lost storage at Yard A. Four unelectrified tracks with a storage ca
pacity of approximately 60 freight cars would be constructed. In addition, track connections 
to the Montauk Branch would be restored. The land uses surrounding the yard are entirely 
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industrial, and the nearest residential use is more than 400 feet away with several intervening 
structures shielding use from the yard. In the future, it is expected that one train would use Bliss
ville between 5 and 9 PM. 

As an alternative to Blissville, storage for NY AR would be provided at Maspeth Yard, which is 
an active yard along the Montauk Branch 1 ~miles from Blissville Yard. (However, as noted 
in Chapter 2, NYAR is no longer considering Maspeth Yard for this purpose.) While the 
area surrounding the yard is predominantly industrial, there are several residential uses just past 
the southern end of the yard. The new storage tracks would be constructed in the part of the yard 
(northwest of Maspeth Avenue) that is entirely surrounded by industrial uses. Currently, three 
trains per day operate out of this yard and in the future, it is not expected that this level of activi
ty would be exceeded. In fact, based on current expectations, only two trains per day may utilize 
Maspeth Yard. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not increase noise exposure at this 
location. 

Fresh Pond Yard is located at the junction of the LIRR Montauk Branch and the Conrail Con
nector to the LIRR Bay Ridge Branch, and is the center of NY AR's freight operations. The Pre
ferred Alternative would provide for a new maintenance facility to replace NY AR's current 
building at Yard A The new maintenance building would be approximately in the middle of the 
yard. Although land uses in the area are predominantly residential, the yard is bordered, for the 
most part, by a buffer of industrial uses (see Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," 
for a more detailed discussion of land uses in the area). The maintenance building would be 
more than 700 feet away from any residential use. The addition of this facility in an active rail 
yard would not result in any perceptible noise impacts at sensitive receptors. 

Highbridge is an existing, partially used MNR yard situated between the Harlem River and the 
Major Deegan Expressway. The Preferred Alternative would construct storage and service 
tracks for six electric train sets at this location. In addition, a car appearance facility and an em
ployee parking area would also be provided. While not part of the Preferred Alternative, MNR's 
future plans for the yard include five storage and service tracks for diesel-electric trains and an 
enclosed Train Washer Facility. 

In terms of sensitive land uses, the expressway and river form barriers between the yard and sur
rounding residential uses. The nearest residential use is approximately 400 feet from the center 
of the yard. Potential impacts were assessed for the midday storage of electric train sets for 
MNR's commuter operations. 

The use of Highbridge Yard for daytime storage and servicing by the diesel-electric trains 
would not increase noise levels near the yard site. Currently, diesel-electric trains after the 
morning peak must go to Harmon Yard, 34 miles north of CCT, for midday servicing. In 
current operations, the northbound dual-mode locomotives travel north from CCT in elec
tric mode, and switch from electric- to diesel-mode at 125th Street, which is 4.2 miles 
from CCT. They proceed from there in diesel mode, until reaching Harmon. Trains return 
from Harmon in the opposite manner before the PM peak period. In the future, MNR 
plans to reduce this round-trip by storing and servicing some of these trains at Highbridge. 
Since the Highbridge facility would be equipped with third-rail electric power and is only 
6 miles from GCT, the dual-mode trains would operate in the electric mode from GCT to 
Highbridge and back to CCT. Therefore, between Highbridge and CCT, the number of 
train passbys would be the same with this new facility for diesel-electric trains as when 
trains continue to Harmon. Between Highbridge and Harmon, the number of diesel-mode 
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passbys would decrease. Consequently, no additional study was necessary for the diesel
electric portion of Highbridge Yard. 

Methodology and Data Input 

A general noise assessment analysis was conducted for Highbridge and Blissville Yard sites 
using the procedures contained in the FT A guidance manual. At Highbridge, the analysis as
sessed the potential impacts of 11 electric train movements twice during the midday. At Bliss
ville, the analysis was based on NY AR's operating requirements described above. 

At each yard site, for purposes of the general noise assessment analysis, a receptor was selected 
at the nearest residence. Therefore, the land use at the sites is FTA Land Use Category 2 and im
pacts are assessed using the Ldn metric. For purposes of this assessment, existing noise levels 
were estimated using the FTA methodology based on population density (i.e., Table 5-7, "Esti
mating Existing Noise Exposure for General Assessment," contained in the FTA guidance docu
ment, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment). 

Results 

As summarized in Table 11-6, based on the results of the general noise assessment, the Preferred 
Alternative would not result in any impacts in the areas surrounding the replacement yard sites. 

Table 11-6 

General Noise Assessment of Replacement Yards 

Allowable Project 

Existing 
Noise Exposure 

Predicted Ambient Level 
Noise FTA Ambient Project Noise Noise 

Receptor Land Use Noise Noise Severe Exposure Level with 
Site Category* Descriptor Level** Impact Impact Level Result Project 

High bridge 2 L 65.0 61.0 66.0 55.0 No Impact 65.4 

Blissville 2 L 65.0 61.0 66.0 47.0 No Impact 65.1 

Notes: 
* For definition of land use categories, see Table 11-2. 
** Estimated value. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

Each illustrative Long Island storage yard location analyzed in this FE/5 (see Chapter 2 for 
a full discussion) was screened to determine whether any noise-sensitive receptors are located 
within the distance of project noise influence, in this case within 1,000 feet of the center of the 
proposed yard if there are intervening buildings (buildings in the source paths) and within 2,000 
feet of the center of proposed yard ifthere are no obstructions in the source paths. For areas not 
screened out, further analysis was conducted. 

As shown in Table 11-7, the analysis indicated that at one yard (Yaphank West), no potential for 
impact would occur; at the other six sites, further analysis was performed. For each of these sites 
a general noise assessment was performed following FT A criteria. 
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Table 11-7 

Long Island Storage Yard Sites with Sensitive Receptors 
Within Screening Distances 

Site 

Land Use Cerro Yaphank Yaphank Ronkon- Pilgrim 
Category Wire Babylon East West koma Hospital Riverhead 

2 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

3 Yes No No No No Yes Yes 

Note: For definition of land use categories, see Table 11-2. 

Methodology and Data Input 

Following the FT A general noise assessment methodology, the following steps were taken at 
each of the analysis rail yards: 

• Using Geographical Information Systems (GIS), aerial photographs, and field studies, the 
noise-sensitive receptors that were the closest sensitive land uses to the center of the yard 
sites were selected; 

• Noise measurements were performed at each receptor site to establish existing conditions; 

• Noise levels due to yard operations were calculated at each receptor site using the calcula
tion procedures presented in the FT A guidance document; and 

• Project-generated noise levels and project impacts at each receptor site were determined 
using the FT A impact criteria shown in Figure 11-1. 

Noise Receptor Locations. The following is a brief description of the receptor sites for each 
of the yards examined: 

• Site 1, Cerro Wire site: At Colony Lane between Linda Lane and Walnut Drive in Locust 
Grove. It is located in a residential area with 2-story houses. The nearest residences are lo
cated approximately 600 feet from the existing LIRR tracks and 900 feet from the center of 
proposed yard, if the yard is developed in a configuration across the Cerro Wire site and ad
jacent Syosset Landfill. Rail and local traffic dominate existing ambient noise levels. 

• Site 2, Babylon site: At Union Boulevard between Hawley Avenue and Higbie Lane in 
Babylon. This site is in a low-rise residential area with 2-story houses. The nearest resi
dences are located approximately 220 feet from the existing LIRR tracks and 150 feet from 
the center of proposed yard. At this location, traffic from Union Boulevard is a significant 
contributing factor to ambient noise levels. 

• Site 3, Yaphank East site: At the end of Park Street in Yaphank, in a low-rise residential 
area with 2-story houses. The nearest residences are located approximately 90 feet from the 
existing LIRR tracks and 800 feet from the center of proposed yard. At this location train 
hom noise is a significant contributing factor to total ambient noise levels. 

• Site 4, Ronkonkoma site: At the end of Latham Place in Ronkonkoma. It is adjacent to the 
existing Ronkonkoma Yard, in a residential area with 1- and 2-story houses. A 15-foot-high 
noise barrier is located along the property line of residential houses adjacent to the tracks. 
The nearest residences are located approximately 90 feet from the existing LIRR tracks and 
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650 feet from the center of proposed yard. Noise from rail uses dominates the existing am
bient noise levels. 

• Site 5, Pilgrim Hospital site: On Community College Road at Pilgrim Psychiatric Hospital 
in Edgewood. It is in a low-rise hospital area with 3-story residences. The nearest buildings 
are located approximately 1 ,200 feet from the center of proposed yard. Traffic from Com
munity College Road dominates existing ambient noise levels. 

• Site 6, Riverhead site: At Hubbard Avenue immediately adjacent to the tracks between 
Sandalwood Lane and Daly Drive in Riverhead. This site in a low-rise residential area with 
1-story houses. The nearest residences are located approximately 80 feet from the existing 
LIRR tracks and 280 feet from the center of proposed yard. Train noise from the tracks 
dominates existing ambient noise levels. 

The land use at all of the receptor sites is PTA Land Use Category 2. Therefore, impacts were 
assessed using the Ldn noise descriptor. 

Existing Noise Levels. At each ofthe six receptor sites, noise levels were measured to deter
mine existing Leq(J) noise levels, using the methodology described later in this chapter. 

At each measurement site, full 1-hour measurements were made during a typical weekday hour 
when maximum rail activity occurs (i.e., between noon Monday and noon Friday). In accor
dance with PTA guidance, Ldn noise levels were estimated based on the hourly Leq for the 
loudest hour of day. 

As shown in Table 11-8, at Sites 1, 4, 5, and 6 existing Ldn noise levels ranged from 49.3 dB A 
to 57.4 dBA. Noise levels of this magnitude are considered "quiet" under FTA characterizations. 
At Sites 2 and 3, existing Ldn noise levels were 72.5 and 70.9 dBA, respectively. Noise levels 
of this magnitude are considered "very noisy" under FT A characterizations. These high levels 
of noise are due to heavy traffic from Union Boulevard at Site 7 and the warning hom opera
tions from trains passing the at-grade crossing at Site 3 and. At these two residential locations, 
measured noise was greater than 72.9 dB A Leq -approaching the EPA-identified threshold noise 
level of 75 dBA Leq(24_hour) to protect public health and welfare. 

Table 11-8 

Existing Noise Levels at Long Island 
Storage Yard Sites 

Measured Calculated 
Noise Level Noise Level 

Site Location (Leq(1)) (Ldn) 

1 Cerro Wire 58.9 56.9 

2 Babylon 74.5 72.5 

3* Yaphank East 72.9 70.9 

3 Yaphank East 52.4 50.4 

4 Ronkonkoma 51.3 49.3 

5 Pilgrim Hospital 58.3 56.3 

6 Riverhead 52.9 50.9 

Note:* With warning horn. 
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Calculation Procedure and Input Data. A general noise assessment analysis was conducted 
for each of yards using the FTA calculation procedures previously described above (see "Re
placement Yards"). Calculated noise levels were adjusted to account for any attenuation pro
vided by natural shielding or barriers. Daily train movements in the analysis ranged from a low 
of 6 at Pilgrim Hospital, Riverhead, and Ronkonkoma sites to a maximum of 32 at the Cerro 
Wire site. 

Results 

Table 11-9 shows the existing ambient noise levels, calculated project-generated noise exposure 
level, and cumulative noise levels with the Preferred Alternative in place. (Details are provided 
in the noise technical appendix.) Based on the results of the general noise assessment, only a 
yard at Riverhead would result in a noise impact and the Preferred Alternative's project noise 
exposure would only exceed the FTA criteria by 0.2 dB. A 10-foot-high noise barrier would 
eliminate the potential impact at this location. 

Table 11-9 

General Noise Assessment of Long Island Yard Sites 

Allowable 
Project Noise Predicted 

Exposure Level Project 
Land Noise Existing Noise Build 

Use Cat- Descrip- Noise Severe Exposure Noise 
Site Location egory tor Level Impact Impact Level Result Level 

1 Cerro Wire 2 L", 56.9 56.2 61.9 48.3 No Impact 57.5 
2 Babylon 2 Ldn 72.5 65.0 71.3 60.0 No Impact 72.7 

3* Yaphank E 2 Ldn 70.9 65.0 70.1 46.1 No Impact 71.0 

3 Yaphank E 2 Ldn 50.4 53.5 59.7 46.1 No Impact 51.8 

4 Ronkonkoma 2 Lrln 54.4 55.0 60.9 40.1 No Impact 54.6 

5 Pilgrim 2 Ldn 56.3 55.9 61.7 39.8 No Impact 56.4 

6 Riverhead 2 L 50.9 53.7 59.8 53.8 Impact 55.6 

Note:* Includes noise from train warning horns. 

DETAILED NOISE ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION 

At the rail segments where the general noise assessment indicated the potential for impacts, a 
detailed noise analysis was performed in compliance with the procedures contained in the FT A 
guidance manual. The purpose of a detailed analysis is to make a prediction of impact and an as
sessment of the effectiveness of mitigation with greater precision than can be achieved with the 
general assessment methodology. 

Based on the results of the general noise assessment, a detailed noise analysis was carried out 
for the following rail segments-Woodside to Jamaica, Jamaica to Floral Park, and Jamaica to 
Valley Stream in Queens, Floral Park to Mineola; Mineola to Hicksville, and Valley Stream to 
Babylon in Nassau County; and Farmingdale to Ronkonkoma and Hicksville to Port Jefferson 
in Suffolk County. 
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NOISE PREDICTION METHODOLOGY 

In general, the methodology utilized for the detailed noise analysis contained the following 
steps: on each of the analysis rail segments, noise-sensitive receptors sites which were near and 
adjacent to the railroad right-of-way were selected using Geographical Information Systems 
(GIS), aerial photographs, and field studies; noise measurement was performed at each receptor 
site to establish existing conditions; noise levels due to rail operations were calculated at each 
receptor site, using the calculation procedures contained in the FT A guidance document, for the 
project alternatives; noise levels due to non-rail noise sources at each receptor site were esti
mated by subtracting calculated existing rail noise from measured noise levels; the total future 
noise levels for each project alternative at each receptor site were calculated by adding rail noise 
to non-rail noise levels; project generated noise levels and project impacts at each receptor site 
were determined using the FT A impact criteria shown in Figure 1I-1; and finally, at receptor 
sites where impacts or severe impacts were predicted to occur the feasibility of possible mitiga
tion measures was examined. 

SELECTION OF NOISE RECEPTOR SITES 

As shown in Figure I1-3 and Table 11-10, the 15 sites selected are each adjacent to noise-sensi
tive land uses. Noise measurements were typically made at locations that were on public streets 
rather than on private property at residences, and adjusted based upon distance from the track 
to reflect the noise levels at the closest appropriate receptor site to the railroad right-of-way. 
They were selected based initially on an examination of GIS data for the rail segments which 
were previously identified as having the potential for project impacts. No category I sites were 
identified adjacent to the Port Washington Branch, Oyster Bay Branch, or between Hicksville 
and Huntington stations. Field studies were then performed to confirm that each site has a sensi
tive land use, that rail noise is the dominant noise source, and that each site is generally the 
closest sensitive receptor location to the rail tracks. Based on the above criteria, each receptor 
site should yield maximum project impacts (i.e., other potential receptor sites in the general lo
cation of the selected receptor sites, would be expected to have smaller project impacts than the 
selected receptor sites). In addition, the I5 sites were selected to provide geographic coverage 
of the areas that may potentially be impacted by the proposed project (i.e., they were spread over 
the various segments of the rail line potentially impacted by the proposed project). 

The following is a brief description of each of the receptor sites: 

• Site I is located at Barnett Avenue in Sunnyside, Queens. It is located adjacent to the 
Woodside to Jamaica segment, in a historical residential area with 2-story private houses, 
as well as some 7-story apartment buildings. The rail tracks at this location are at-grade. The 
nearest residences are located approximately 90 feet from the tracks. The receptor was 
shielded by some garage structures from the tracks. Traffic from Barnett A venue contributes 
to the total ambient noise levels. 

• Site 2 is located at the end of 63rd Avenue near the rail track in Rego Park, Queens. It is 
located adjacent to the Woodside to Jamaica segment, in a low-rise residential area with 
2-story houses. The rail tracks at this location are at-grade. The nearest residences are lo
cated approximately 90 feet from the tracks. 
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Table 11-10 

Noise Receptor Sites and Locations 

FTA 
Land Use 

Location Segment Category 

Barnett Ave. between 46th and 48th Streets Woodside to Jamaica 2 
63rd Ave. between Alderton and Austin Streets Woodside to Jamaica 2 
Burns St. between Tennis Road and 69th Avenue Woodside to Jamaica 1&2 
175th St. between Archer and Douglas Avenues Jamaica to Floral Park 2 
Smith St. between 119th & 129th Avenues Jamaica to Valley Stream 2 
Main St. between Plainfield Avenue and Granqer Street Floral Park to Mineola 2 
Post Ave. between Orchard and Madison Streets Mineola to Hicksville 2 
Kinkel St. between Railroad Avenue and Broadway Mineola to Hicksville 2 
Commercial Street Valley Stream to Babylon 1 
Between Little East Neck Road and Wellwood Avenue Farmingdale to Ronkonkoma 1 
Railroad between Cuba Road and Breen Avenue Huntington to Port Jefferson 2 
Bark Pl. between Old Bridqe Road and Gilder Street Huntinqton to Port Jefferson 2 
End of Knob Hill Drive near Hilltop Drive Huntington to Port Jefferson 2 
North Country between Lynam St. and Woodlawn Ave. Huntington to Port Jefferson 2 
End of Baylis Avenue near North Country Road Huntington to Port Jefferson 2 

Note: For definition of land use categories, see Table 11-2. 

• Site 3 is located on Bums Street in Forest Hills, Queens. It is adjacent to the Woodside to 
Jamaica segment, in a high-rise residential area with 7-story apartment buildings. Besides 
residential uses, the Forest Hill Stadium, aFT A category 1 land use, is also adjacent to the 
tracks at this location. The rail tracks at this location are elevated approximately 10 feet 
above the street. The nearest residences are located approximately 95 feet from the tracks. 
Traffic from Bums Street contributes to the total ambient noise levels. 

• Site 4 is located at the end of 175th Street in Jamaica, Queens. It is adjacent to the Jamaica 
to Floral Park segment, in a low-rise residential area with 2-story houses. The rail tracks at 
this location are at two levels: at-grade and elevated approximately 15 feet. The nearest resi
dences are located approximately 60 feet from the tracks. 

• Site 5 is located at Smith Street in Jamaica, Queens. It is adjacent to the Jamaica to Valley 
Stream segment, in a low-rise residential area with 2-story houses. The rail tracks at this 
location are elevated approximately 15 feet above grade. The nearest residences are located 
approximately 60 feet from the tracks. 

• Site 6 is located at Main Street in the Village of Floral Park, in Nassau County. It is adjacent 
to the Floral Park to Mineola segment, in a low-rise residential area with 2-story houses. 
The rail tracks at this location are elevated approximately 10 feet above grade. The nearest 
residences adjacent the track are approximately 55 feet from the tracks. 

• Site 7 is located in the Village of Carle Place, in Nassau County. It is adjacent to the 
Mineola to Hicksville segment, in a high-rise residential area with 1 0-story apartment build
ings. The rail tracks at this location are at-grade. The nearest residences are located approxi
mately 60 feet from the tracks. The receptor was approximately 30 feet from the rail track, 
in the rear parking area of a high-rise apartment building. 
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• Site 8 is located at Kinkel Street and Railroad Avenue in the Village of New Cassel, in 
Nassau County. It is adjacent to the Floral Park to Mineola segment, in a low-rise residential 
area with 2-story private houses. The rail tracks at this location are at-grade. The nearest 
residences are located approximately 70 feet from the tracks. At this location train hom 
noise is a significant contributing factor to total ambient noise levels. In addition, traffic 
from Urban A venue contributes to the total ambient noise levels. 

• Site 9 is located at the border of Freeport and Merrick, in Nassau County. It is adjacent to 
the Valley Stream to Babylon segment, in a portion of Roosevelt Park, a Nassau County 
park, near 28th Street. The rail tracks at this location are at-grade. 

• Site 10 is located in the Town of Babylon, in Nassau County. It is adjacent to the Farming
dale to Ronkonkoma segment, in a portion of Colonial Springs Golf Course, which repre
sented other adjacent and nearby park areas. The rail tracks at this location are at-grade. 
Traffic from Long Island A venue contributes to the total ambient noise levels. 

• Site 11 is located on Railroad Street, at a distance of 30 feet to the tracks, in the Village of 
Greenlawn, in Suffolk County. It is adjacent to the Hicksville to Port Jefferson segment, in 
a low-rise residential area with 2-story private houses. The rail tracks at this location are 
at-grade. The nearest residences are approximately 90 feet from the tracks. At this location 
train hom noise is a significant factor in terms of total ambient noise levels. In addition, traf
fic from Cuba Road contributes to the total ambient noise levels. 

• Site 12 is located on Bark Lane in the Village of East Northport, in Suffolk County. It is ad
jacent to the Hicksville to Port Jefferson segment, in a low-rise residential area with 2-story 
private houses. The rail tracks at this location are at-grade. The nearest residences are ap
proximately 60 feet from the tracks. The noise receptor, approximately 115 feet from the 
tracks, was shielded from the tracks by one row of houses. 

• Site 13 is located on Knob Hill Drive in the Town of Smithtown, in Suffolk County. It is ad
jacent to the Hicksville to Port Jefferson segment, in a low-rise residential area with 2-story 
private houses. The rail tracks at this location are at-grade. The nearest residences are ap
proximately 100 feet from the tracks. 

• Site 14 is located just off North Country Road in the Village of St. James, in Suffolk 
County. It is adjacent to the Hicksville to Port Jefferson segment, at a location adjacent to 
a health-care center and 2-story apartment buildings. The rail tracks at this location are at
grade. The receptor was approximately 70 feet from the tracks, and the nearest residences 
are approximately 80 feet from the tracks. 

• Site 15 is located at the end of Baylis Avenue in the Village of Port Jefferson Station, in 
Suffolk County. It is adjacent to the Hicksville to Port Jefferson segment, in a low-rise resi
dential area with 2-story private houses. The rail tracks at this location are at-grade. The 
nearest residences are approximately 35 feet from the tracks. 

NOISE MONITORING 

At each of the 15 receptor sites noise levels were measured to determine existing Ldn and/or Leq(tl 
noise levels. Measurements were made during September, October, and early November 1999. 
For residential land uses, full 24-hour measurements were made during a typical weekday, be
tween noon Monday and noon Friday. For non-residential land uses, peak hour measurements 
were made during the weekday hour when maximum rail activity occurs. 
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With the exception of sites 9 and 10, 24-hour noise monitoring was conducted. Measurements 
at these location were made on the A-scale (dBA) for a sampling period of 1 hour, throughout 
a 24-hour measurement period. At sites 9 and 10, 60-minute noise monitoring was conducted. 

For both the 24-hour and 1-hour measurements, the noise analyzer was mounted at a height 
of approximately 5 feet above the ground. Both analyzers were calibrated before and after 
readings. Data were digitally recorded by the noise analyzer and displayed at the end of the sam
pling period in units of dBA. Measured quantities included Leq' L1, L10, L50, L90, and Lmax· A 
windscreen was used during all sound measurements, except for calibration. All measurement 
procedures conformed with the requirements of ANSI Standard Sl.B-1971 (R1976). 

RAIL NOISE PREDICTION METHODOLOGY 

The FT A guidance manual procedure and formulas for calculating rail noise were utilized to de
termine noise from train operations. Using the FTA methodology, Leq(ll and Ldn, noise levels for 
free-field acoustic conditions (no reflections above ground) from fixed-rail sources were deter
mined based on a variety of factors, including the number of rail cars, train speed, distance tore
ceptor, the surrounding terrain, and in the case of diesel trains, the number of locomotives. It 
should be noted that the analysis conservatively assumes a source reference value of 108 dB for 
locomotive warning hom noise for the existing conditions and No Action and Build Alterna
tives. LIRR has recently started a program to retrofit locomotives with a warning hom that will 
result in a significantly less-intrusive hom sound that will comply with the minimum 96 dB stan
dard required by the Federal Railroad Administration. 

Table 11-11 shows passbys* and speed data used for detailed noise assessment calculations. 

Site 
Segment No. 

Woodside to JamaicaEro 1-3 
Jamaica to Floral ParkEro 4 
Jamaica to Valley StreamEro 5 
Floral Park to MineolaEro 6 
Mineola to HicksvilleE'o 7-8 
Valley Stream to BabylonE 9 
Farminodale to RonkonkomaE 10 
Huntington to Port Jefferson° 11-15 

Table 11-11 

Input Train Data for Detailed Noise Analysis 
No Action Preferred Alternative 

Existing Alternative (2020) (2020) 

7AM 10 PM 7AM 10 PM 7AM 10 PM 
Speed to to Peak to to Peak to to Peak 
(mph) 10 PM 7AM Hour 10 PM 7AM Hour 10 PM 7AM Hour 

80 360/27 81/1 41/6 311/75 80/13 39/13 418/75 103/13 61/13 
80 170/50 65/14 22/8 151/96 74/26 17/14 189/96 54/26 28/14 
70 222/6 78/4 29/2 223/0 78/0 27/0 284/0 89/0 42/0 

80 122/55 51/15 15/8 110/96 51/26 14/14 132/96 38/26 22/14 
80 122/24 53/6 15/7 110/62 50/20 14/10 132/62 38/20 22/10 

80 NA NA 14 NA NA 14 NA NA 17 
80 NA NA 5 NA NA 5 NA NA 8 
65 26 12 3 41 18 6 41 18 6 

Note: E-Eiectric, 0-0iesel, E/0-Eiectric/Oiesel. 

NON-RAIL NOISE 

While rail noise was the dominant noise source at each of the receptor sites, other sources (e.g., 
vehicular traffic, aircraft, children playing, neighborhood noise, etc.) contributed to total am
bient noise levels. This component of the total ambient noise levels was determined by 

* Train passbys at a given location consist of both trains with passengers and those not in service but 
headed to a yard or terminal station. 
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subtracting calculated existing rail noise from measured noise level. For future conditions, noise 
from these sources were assumed to be unchanged from existing conditions. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

As shown in Table 11-12, the measured noise levels at residential locations ranged between 63.7 
dB A Ldn and 86.1 dB A Ldn. These existing noise levels are considered "very noisy" under FT A 
characterizations. This high level of noise is due to the density of rail operations in the study 
area. At several residential locations measured Ldn noise levels were greater than 75 dBA. Mea
sured Leq(IJ noise levels at park land sites ranged between 69.0 dBA and 77.0 dBA. (Additional 
detailed monitoring data are provided in the noise technical appendix.) 

LIRR Noise 
Receiver Descriptor 

1 L 

2 L 
3 Lrl, 
3 L 
4 Lrl, 
5 L 
6 L 

7 L 
8 L 
9 L 

10 L 
11 L_dn_ 
12 L 
13 L 
14 L 

15 Lrln 

Measured Total 
Noise Level 

69.6 
71.0 
74.7 
77.6 
76.7 
75.8 
77.2 
80.8 
75.6 
69.0 
77.3 
86.1 
63.7 
70.5 
68.2 
79.0 

Table 11-12 

Existing Noise Levels 

Calculated Rail Calculated Non-
Noise Level Rail Noise Level 

67.7 65.2 
69.3 66.2 
73.6 68.6 
74.0 75.2 
75.9 69.0 
74.4 70.2 
76.9 65.0 
80.6 68.3 
74.9 67.1 
69.0 44.5 
73.5 75.0 
84.8 80.0 

61.7 59.3 
69.0 65.3 
67.5 60.0 
77.9 72.4 

Note: * Includes noise from train warning horns. 

At all 15 receptors sites, noise from trains is the dominant noise source. Warning hom noise 
contributed to total noise levels at 10 of the 15 sites. At Site 8, warning hom noise was the 
dominant noise source. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The following discussion analyzes possible noise impacts that could result from operation of the 
project alternatives. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Future noise levels for the No Action Alternative, were calculated using the methodology pre
viously described. Table 11-13 shows the calculated No Action Alternative noise levels and 
existing noise levels. (Details are provided in the noise technical appendix.) As shown in 
Table 11-13, the maximum increase in Ldn values would be 3.1 dBA when comparing No 
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Table 11-13 

Impact Evaluation of Noise from the 
No Action Alternative 

Noise Existing No Action 
Receptor Land Use Noise Noise Noise 

Site Category Descriptor Level* Level 

1 2 L 68.0 69.7 
2 2 L 71.3 73.0 
3 2 L 72.2 74.1 
3 1 L 77.6 78.6 

4 2 L 77.2 78.9 
5 2 L 76.3 77.1 

6 2 L 77.2 78.9 
7 2 L 76.3 78.3 

8 2 L 75.6 74.1 
9 1 L 69.0 69.3 
10 1 L 69.3 69.3 
11 2 L 79.2 80.8 
12 2 L 67.9 70.4 
13 2 Lrln 67.3 70.0 

14 2 L 67.3 70.4 
15 2 L 77.6 80.5 

Notes: 
* Adjusted to values at nearest residence. 
For definition of land use categories, see Table 11-2. 

Action noise levels with existing noise levels, and the maximum increase in Leq(l) values 
would be 1.0 dBA when comparing No Action noise levels with existing noise levels. These 
changes are due to changes in service predicted to occur without the proposed project (e.g., 
changes in the number of trains, electric and diesel consists, etc.). These changes would result 
in impacts at most receptor sites, and severe impacts at two receptor sites, when FT A impact cri
teria were applied to this alternative. As previously discussed, a severe impact denotes an in
crease in noise level that is perceived by most people as annoying while an impact is noticeable 
but not sufficient to result in adverse community reaction. At Site 8, the No Action Alternative 
noise level would be less than the existing noise level because by the year 2020 LIRR would 
eliminate eight locations on this segment of track with at-grade street crossings by grade separa
tion or street closing, thereby eliminating train warning hom noise and reducing noise levels. 

The noise results presented above, while calculated at specific receptor sites, reflect effects of 
the No Action Alternative at comparable locations along the specified rail segment. Similar in
creases in noise level may occur one or two blocks further away from the track (depending on 
the shielding provided by buildings, and vehicular noise levels from traffic on the adjacent 
street). The additional trains with the No Action Alternative (compared to existing conditions) 
would increase the number of trains passbys at all 15 of the receptor sites and consequently in
crease the number (but not the magnitude) of intrusive pass by events. 
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TSM ALTERNATIVE 

The TSM Alternative would increase LIRR train length, and would increase service to the LIRR 
Hunterspoint A venue and Long Island City stations. 

In general, increasing the train length would result in noise levels that would be slightly (but not 
appreciably) higher that those for the No Action Alternative. The maximum change in Ldn values 
would be approximately 3.2 dB A when comparing TSM Alternative noise levels with existing 
noise levels, and the maximum change in Leq(IJ values would be 1.1 dBA when comparing TSM 
Alternative noise levels with existing noise levels. Based on FT A impact criteria, these changes 
would result in impacts at most receptor sites, and severe impacts at a few receptor sites. The ad
ditional trains with the TSM Alternative (compared to existing conditions) would increase the 
number of trains passbys at all 15 of the receptor sites and consequently increase the number 
(but not perceptibly change the magnitude) of intrusive pass by events. 

In general, the increase in service between the LIRR Hunterspoint A venue and Long Island City 
stations would result in an increase in noise levels at any sensitive receptor sites adjacent to this 
portion of track. There are few sensitive receptors immediately adjacent to this portion of track 
(i.e., the predominant land use is industrial). However, because existing noise levels in this area 
are high, it is likely that the increase in the number of trains with the TSM Alternative would re
sult in impacts, and possibly severe impacts, at any sensitive receptor sites adjacent to the track 
on this segment of the rail line. In addition, the additional trains with the TSM Alternative (com
pared with existing conditions) would increase the number of train passbys at locations adjacent 
to this segment of the rail line and consequently increase the number of intrusive pass by events. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Increased Rail Operations in Queens, Nassau, and Suffolk Counties 

Future noise levels for the Preferred Alternative were calculated using the methodology pre
viously described at locations in Queens and Long Island due to increased rail operations. Table 
11-14 shows the calculated project noise exposure (i.e., project-generated noise) cumulative 
build noise levels, and existing noise levels. (Details are provided in the noise technical appen
dix.) The maximum change in Ldn values would be 3.1 dBA when comparing Preferred Alter
native noise levels with existing noise levels, and the maximum change in Leq(IJ values would be 
1. 7 dB A when comparing Preferred Alternative noise levels with existing noise levels. In 
general, noise levels with the Preferred Alternative would be slightly higher than noise levels 
with the No Action Alternative. 

At the nearest residences on Barnett Avenue adjacent to Site 1, the total ambient Ldn noise level 
with the Preferred Alternative would increase by 2.1 dBA compared to existing levels, which is 
not perceptible. However, the project noise exposure Ldn level would be approximately 66.0 
dB A, which would be above the FTA impact criteria value of 62.9 dB A. Therefore, at Site 1, 
noise due to the Preferred Alternative would have an impact based on FT A noise impact criteria. 

At the nearest residences on 63rd Avenue adjacent to Site 2, the Ldn noise level with the Pre
ferred Alternative would increase approximately 2.2 dBA compared to existing levels. The 
project-noise exposure Ldn level would produce Ldn noise levels of approximately 69.5 dBA, 
which would be above the FT A impact criteria value of 65.0 dB A. Therefore, at Site 2 noise 
with the Preferred Alternative would have an impact based on FT A noise impact criteria. 
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Table 11-14 

Impact Evaluation of Noise from the Preferred Alternative 
Allowable 

Project Noise Predicted Ambient 
Existing Exposure Leveld Project Noise 

FTA Ambient Noise Level 
Noise Land Use Noise Noise Severe Exposure with 
Site Segmenta Categoryb Descriptor Levelc Impact Impact Leveld Result Project 

1 Woodside to Jamaica 2 L 68.0 62.9 68.1 66.0 Impact 70.1 

2 Woodside to Jamaica 2 Ldn 71.3 65.0 70.4 69.5 Impact 73.5 

3 Woodside to Jamaica 2 L 72.2 65.0 71.1 70.9 Impact 74.7 

3 Woodside to Jamaica 1 L 77.6 65.0 75.3 74.2 Impact 79.3 

4 Jamaica to Floral Park 2 L 77.2 65.0 75.0 71.1 Impact 78.2 

5 Jamaica to Valley Stream 2 L 76.3 65.0 74.2 70.0 Impact 77.2 

6 Floral Park to Mineola 2 L 77.2 65.0 75.0 71.6 Impact 78.3 

7 Mineola to Hicksville 2 L 76.3 65.0 74.2 65.8 Impact 76.7 

8 Mineola to Hicksville 2 Ldn 75.6 65.0 73.7 60.8 No 72.8• 
Impact 

9 Valley Stream to Babylon 1 L"" 69.0 63.6 68.8 63.5 No 70.1 
Impact 

10 Farmingdale to 1 L"" 69.3 63.8 69.0 57.1 No 69.5 
Ronkonkoma Impact 

11 Huntington to Port Jefferson 2 Ldn 79.2 65.0 75.0 75.9 Severe 80.8 
Impact 

12 Huntinqton to Port Jefferson 2 L 67.9 63.8 68.9 66.8 Impact 70.4 

13 Huntinqton to Port Jefferson 2 L 67.3 62.4 67.7 66.7 Impact 70.0 

14 Huntinqton to Port Jefferson 2 L 67.3 62.5 67.7 67.5 Impact 70.4 

15 Huntington to Port Jefferson 2 Ldn 77.6 65.0 75.0 77.4 Severe 80.5 
Impact 

Notes: 
fa Adjusted to values at nearest receptor. 
b For definition of land use categories, see Table 11-2. 
c See Figure 11-3 and Table 11-11 for locations. 

~ Definitions of noise exposure levels, etc., are found in Figure 11-1. 

~ As noted in the text, the ambient noise levels at Site 8 will decrease in the future because of LIRR's grade crossing 
elimination program. 

At the nearest residences on Bums Street adjacent to Site 3, the Ldn noise level with the Pre
ferred Alternative would increase approximately 2.5 dBA compared to existing levels. The 
project-noise exposure Ldn level would produce Ldn noise levels of approximately 70.9 dBA, 
which would be above the FTA impact criteria value of65.0 dBA. At Site 3, noise with the Pre
ferred Alternative would have an impact based on FT A noise impact criteria. In addition, the 
peak hour Leq noise level (Category 1 land use) with the Preferred Alternative would increase 
approximately 1. 7 dB A compared to existing levels. The project-noise exposure Leq level would 
produce Leq noise levels of approximately 74.2 dBA, which would be above the FTA impact cri
teria value of65.0 dBA. Therefore, at Site 3 noise with the Preferred Alternative would have an 
impact based on FT A noise impact criteria for Category 1 and Category 2 land uses. 

At the nearest residences on 175th Street adjacent to Site 4, the Ldn noise level with the Preferred 
Alternative would increase 1.0 dBA compared to existing levels. The project-noise exposure Ldn 
level would be approximately 71.1 dB A, which would be above the FT A impact criteria value 
of 65.0 dBA. Therefore, at Site 4, noise with the Preferred Alternative would have an impact 
based on FTA noise impact criteria. 
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At the nearest residences on Smith Street adjacent to Site 5, the Ldn noise level with the Pre
ferred Alternative would increase 0.9 dBA compared to existing levels. The project-noise expo
sure Ldn level would be approximately 70.0 dBA, which would be above the FTA impact criteria 
value of65.0 dBA. Therefore, at Site 5, noise with the Preferred Alternative would have an im
pact based on FT A noise impact criteria. 

At the nearest residences on Main Street adjacent to Site 6, the Ldn noise level with the Preferred 
Alternative would increase 1.1 dBA compared to existing levels. The project-noise exposure Ldn 
level would be approximately 71.6 dB A, which would be above the FT A impact criteria value 
of 65 dBA. Therefore, at Site 6, noise with the Preferred Alternative would have an impact 
based on FT A noise impact criteria. 

At the nearest residences on Post Avenue adjacent to Site 7, existing noise levels are relatively 
high, and the Lctn noise level with the Preferred Alternative would increase 0.4 dBA compared 
to existing levels. The project-noise exposure Ldn level with the Preferred Alternative would be 
approximately 65.8 dBA, which would be above the FTA impact criteria value of 65.0 dBA. 
Therefore, at Site 7, noise due to the Preferred Alternative would have an impact based on FT A 
noise impact criteria. 

At the nearest residences on Kinkel Street adjacent to Site 8, where existing ambient noise 
levels are affected by noise from train warning horns as trains approach the Urban A venue and 
Railroad A venue at-grade crossing, the Ldn noise level with the Preferred Alternative would de
crease by 2.8 dBA compared to existing levels. This decrease in noise levels comes from the 
elimination of at-grade crossings and the need to use the hom along this track segment. The 
project noise exposure Ldn level would be approximately 60.8 dBA, which would be below the 
FTA impact criterion of65.0 dBA. Therefore, at Site 8 the Preferred Alternative would not have 
an impact based on FT A noise impact criteria. 

At Roosevelt Park adjacent to Site 9, the Leq noise level with the Preferred Alternative would in
crease 1.1 dBA compared to existing levels. The project noise exposure Leq level would be ap
proximately 63.5 dBA, which would be below the FTA impact criteria value of 63.6 dBA. 
Therefore, at Site 9, noise with the Preferred Alternative would not have an impact based on 
FT A noise impact criteria. 

At Colonial Springs Golf Course near 28th Street adjacent to Site 10, a Category 1 land use site, 
the Leq noise level with the Preferred Alternative would increase 0.2 dBA compared to existing 
levels. The project noise exposure L.q noise level would be approximately 57.1 dBA, which 
would be below the FT A impact criteria value of 63.8 dBA. Therefore, at Site 10, noise with the 
Preferred Alternative would have no impact based on FT A noise impact criteria. 

At the nearest residences on Railroad Street adjacent to Site 11, where existing ambient noise 
levels are relatively high and are affected by noise from train warning horns as the trains ap
proach the Cuba A venue and Railroad Street at grade crossing, the Ldn noise level with the Pre
ferred Alternative would increase 1.6 dBA compared to existing levels. The project noise expo
sure Ldn level would be approximately 75.9 dB A, which would be above theFT A severe impact 
criteria value of75.0 dBA. At Site 11, noise with the Preferred Alternative would have a severe 
impact based on FT A noise impact criteria. In addition, even without the train warning hom, the 
Ldn noise level would result in severe noise impacts per FT A criteria. 

At the nearest residences on Bark Lane adjacent to Site 12, where existing ambient noise levels 
are relatively low, the Ldn noise level with the Preferred Alternative would increase 2.5 dBA 
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compared to existing levels. The project noise exposure Ldn level would be approximately 66.8 
dBA, which would be above the FTA impact criteria value of63.8 dBA. Therefore, at Site 12, 
noise with the Preferred Alternative would have an impact based on FT A noise impact criteria. 

At the nearest residences on Knob Hill Drive adjacent to Site 13, the Ldn noise level with the 
Preferred Alternative would increase 2.7 dBA compared to existing levels. The project noise ex
posure Ldn level would be approximately 66.7 dBA, which would be above the FTA impact cri
teria value of 62.4 dBA. Therefore, at Site 13, noise with the Preferred Alternative would have 
an impact based on FT A noise impact criteria. 

At the nearest residences on North Country Road adjacent to Site 14, the Ldn noise level with 
the Preferred Alternative would increase 3.1 dB A compared to existing levels. The project noise 
exposure Ldn level would be approximately 67.5 dB A, which would be above the FT A severe 
impact criteria value of 62.5 dBA. Therefore, at Site 14, noise with the Preferred Alternative 
would have an impact based on FT A noise impact criteria. 

At the nearest residences on Baylis Avenue adjacent to Site 15, the Ldn noise level with the Pre
ferred Alternative would increase 2.9 dBA compared to existing levels. The project noise expo
sure Ldn level would be approximately 77.4 dBA, which would be above the FTA severe impact 
criteria value of 75.0 dBA. Therefore, at Site 15, noise with the Preferred Alternative would 
have a severe impact based on FT A noise impact criteria. 

The noise results presented above, while calculated at specific receptor sites, reflect effects of 
the Preferred Alternative at comparable locations along the specified rail segment. At locations 
where impacts or severe impacts are predicted to occur, these impacts would also occur at com
parable locations along the specified rail segment, and may also occur one or two blocks further 
away from the track (depending on the shielding provided by buildings, and vehicular noise 
levels from traffic on the adjacent street). 

To summarize, based on FTA criteria, noise impacts would occur at most residential properties 
adjacent to the railroad between Woodside and Hicksville stations; Jamaica and Valley Stream 
stations; and Huntington and Port Jefferson stations. There are more than 400 residences located 
adjacent to the 47 miles of track where noise "impacts" are predicted to occur. In certain loca
tions between Huntington and Port Jefferson, noise levels would exceed FTA criteria for 
"severe impacts" (see Table 11-15). The wayside noise impacts along this segment are a direct 
result of operating more dual-mode trains, which would occur under the No Action and TSM 
Alternatives as well. By the end of 2000, LIRR is planning to operate all of the dual-mode 
trains it currently owns to provide direct service between the Port Jefferson Branch and Penn 
Station. As shown in Table 11-11, the number of trains on this branch will increase from the 
current 38 per day to 59 per day under all of the project alternatives. There are approximately 
52 residences that are located adjacent to the approximately 2.7 miles of track where "severe" 
impacts are predicted to occur. 

Other Project-Related Noise 

Stationary source mechanical equipment (i.e., ventilation facilities, power substations, etc.) 
would be designed so that noise produced by operation of this equipment would not result in 
noise impacts. The Preferred Alternative would require the addition of new ventilation facilities 
beneath either 54th Street (Option 1) or 55th Street (Option 2), as well as the expansion of ex
isting above-grade facilities in other locations in Manhattan, Roosevelt Island, and Queens. In 
addition, the Preferred Alternative would require a new ventilation building at 47 East 44th 
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Table 11-15 

Summary of Locations and Approximate 
Lengths of Track (feet) With Impacts 

and Severe Impacts 

Length of Track with 

Segment Impact Severe Impact 

Woodside to Jamaica 37 000 

Jamaica to Floral Park 29 000 

Jamaica to Valley_ Stream 39,000 

Floral Park to Mineola 17 000 

Mineola to Hicksville 25 000 

Huntinqton to Port Jefferson 103 000 14,000 

Totals 250,000 14,000 

Street. Under Option 1, this new building would be used for emergency ventilation only. Under 
Option 2, this new building would house emergency ventilation equipment and also house gas
fired chiller equipment on its roof to provide heating, ventilation, and air conditioning for the 
new mezzanine area in the lower level ofGCT. The equipment for all of the proposed facilities 
is being designed to meet all applicable noise standards and regulations, and to avoid producing 
noise levels that cause impacts. Equipment in New York City would meet the provisions of 
Local Law No. 64, which provides noise criteria based upon zoning designations, and Section 
24-237 of the New York City Noise Code, which limits noise produced by circulation devices 
at residences (i.e., it states that no person shall operate or permit to be operated a circulation de
vice which creates a sound level in excess of 45 dBA inside a dwelling unit measured at a point 
3 feet from the open portion of the nearest window). Operation of mechanical equipment would 
not produce impacts per FT A criteria; however, testing of some of the proposed mechanical 
equipment may produce short-term noise levels which are intrusive and annoying. 

Airborne noise from train operations below grade (i.e., in tunnels) would not be expected to 
produce noise impacts. The primary concerns from train operations below grade are typically 
noise emanating through openings to the street through ventilation shafts and subway station en
trances. Because of equipment specifications and design, for the Preferred Alternative, noise 
from ventilation equipment and shafts would not produce noise levels that cause project im
pacts. In addition, with the Preferred Alternative, there would be no below-ground stations 
along the route with direct line-of-sight access to street-level, and therefore, no locations 
where noise from below grade rail vehicle operations would produce significantly increased 
noise levels above grade. Consequently, noise from these sources would not result in project 
impacts. 

Noise levels due to additional vehicular traffic generated by the Preferred Alternative would not 
increase perceptibly either in the GCT area, or in the area adjacent to the various LIRR stations 
where the additional service would be provided. In the GCT area, the Preferred Alternative 
would generate approximately 300 new taxi trips in the peak hours, and lesser numbers of trips 
during off-peak hours. These additional trips would not result in a significant increase in traffic 
volumes on the surrounding streets and, per FT A criteria, would not cause a noise impact. 
Similarly, the additional trips generated by the Preferred Alternative at LIRR stations-where 

11-24 



Chapter 11: Noise and Vibration 

additional service would be provided as part of this project-would not result in significant in
creases in traffic volumes on the surrounding streets and, per FT A criteria, would not cause any 
noise impacts. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation measures were explored to eliminate or reduce impacts and severe impacts predicted 
to occur with the Preferred Alternative. The measures examined generally fall into three cate
gories: treatments that reduce noise levels at the source; measures that reduce noise levels along 
the source-to-receiver propagation path; and treatments that reduce noise levels at the receiver. 

Source treatments include: vehicle noise specifications whereby new and reconditioned trains, 
cars, and other equipment must meet stringent noise requirements; rail/wheel treatments, such 
as wheel truing, rail grinding, etc.; and operational restrictions such as reducing speeds andre
ducing operations. LIRR already has a program that includes stringent vehicle noise specifica
tions and rail/wheel treatments. Therefore, no additional benefits could be taken for imple
menting these measures. Operational restrictions, such as those cited above, while they would 
reduce noise levels, would not be acceptable in terms of satisfying service requirements of LIRR 
riders. 

Propagation path mitigation measures include sound barriers, noise buffers, and alternative 
alignments. While the installation of sound barriers along the railroad right-of-way would be ef
fective in reducing outdoor noise levels, it would not be practical due to the extensive wall 
length that would be required to mitigate the identified noise impacts. At the portions of the Port 
Jefferson Branch where noise levels are expected to exceed 80 dBA, the construction of sound 
barrier walls would cost approximately $2.3 million per mile and would reduce noise levels to 
70-75 dBA. The LIRR operates more than 700 trains per day on its 10 branches, which cover 
more than 365 miles of right-of-way. The size of the existing system prohibits the LIRR from 
considering mitigation measures for impacts related to changes in the operating plan. It is 
presently LIRR policy to consider noise mitigation only for railroad extension projects and new 
yard locations. 

Sound barriers do not reduce noise levels for upper floors of taller buildings and also present 
problems related to visual quality, graffiti, shadows, public safety concerns, and the potential to 
divide communities. LIRR is not proposing to provide sound barriers as mitigation for the East 
Side Access project. (Noise barriers would be used to mitigate noise from a new rail 
storage yard to be developed by LIRR if significant adverse impacts are predicted for such 
a yard.) 

Receiver treatments include: providing sound insulation for buildings; and alternative ventila
tion. Sound insulation typically includes providing new windows, tight fitting doors, and 
caulking and insulating the building. Alternative ventilation includes providing either air condi
tioning or some type of air handling system which allows occupants to keep their windows shut, 
even in warm weather, thereby reducing interior noise levels. This type of mitigation would car
ry very high costs due to the large number of private residences and other buildings that would 
require this type of treatment. Consequently, LIRR is not proposing to provide receiver treat
ment as mitigation for this project. 

An additional type of mitigation that falls within the source treatment category which should be 
mentioned, is a set of measures which would reduce train warning hom noise. Train warning 
horns typically produce maximum pass by noise levels, Lmax' of between 90 to 105 dB A at 50 
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feet, and are intrusive. LIRR has been examining a variety of measures to reduce train warning 
hom noise. One group of measures considered would utilize directional warning devices placed 
on the street (rather than on the moving train), and tend to limit the area affected by warning 
hom noise. However, these devices present operational problems, and would reduce, but not 
eliminate project impacts at locations where train noise is present. Currently, LIRR is in the pro
cess of putting new train warning horns in the locomotives which will sound shorter blasts (con
trolled by the engineer instead of being an automatic duration), and will be positioned on the 
front of the locomotive, instead of the side, thereby providing a more restrained directional 
sound. However, this measure will also only reduce, but not eliminate project impacts at loca
tions where train noise is present. Absent the elimination of the at-grade crossing and/or the con
struction of noise barriers, there is no effective mitigation to eliminate impacts at locations 
where train hom noise is a significant noise source. 

In conclusion, there are no cost-effective measures that would not present other problems, to 
mitigate impacts and/or severe impacts that are predicted to occur with the Preferred Alterna
tive. Consequently, LIRR is not proposing to provide noise mitigation as part of the project, and 
predicted impacts and/or severe impacts would be unmitigated. 

C. VIBRATION 

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

Fixed railway operations have the potential to produce high vibration levels, since railway vehi
cles contact a rigid steel rail with steel wheels. The effects of ground-home vibration include 
discemable movement of building floors, rattling of windows, shaking of items on shelves or 
hanging on walls, and rumbling sounds. Train wheels rolling on the steel rails create vibration 
energy that is transmitted into the track support system. The amount of vibrational energy is 
strongly dependant on factors such as how smooth the wheels and rails are, and the vehicle sus
pension system. The vibration of the track structure "excites" the adjacent ground, creating vi
bration waves that propagate through the various soil and rock strata to the foundations of near
by buildings. As the vibration propagates from the foundation through the remaining building 
structure, certain resonant, or natural, frequencies of various components of the building may be 
excited. 

The vibration of floors and walls may cause perceptible vibration, rattling of items such as win
dows or dishes on shelves, or a rumble noise. The rumble is the noise radiated from the motion 
of the room surfaces. This is called ground-borne noise. 

The project's potential effects on vibration resulting from the operation of the new service to 
GCT are analyzed in this section, after a brief introduction to vibration fundamentals and impact 
criteria. 

VIBRATION FUNDAMENTALS 

Vibrations consist of rapidly fluctuating motions in which there is no "net" movement. When an 
object vibrates, any point on the object is displaced from its initial "static" position equally in 
both directions so that the average of all its motion is zero. Any object can vibrate differently in 
three mutually independent directions; vertical, horizontal, and lateral. It is common to describe 
vibration levels in terms of velocity, which represents the instantaneous speed at a point on the 
object that is displaced. In a sense, the human body responds to an average vibration amplitude, 
which is usually expressed in terms of the root mean square (rms) amplitude. 
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All vibration levels in this document are referenced to 1 x 10·6 inches per second. "VdB" 
(referenced to 1 x 1 o-6 inches per second) is used for vibration decibels to reduce the potential 
for confusion with noise decibels. 

Effect of Propagation Path 

Vibrations are transmitted from the source to the ground, and propagate through the ground to 
the receiver. Soil conditions have a strong influence on the levels of ground-borne vibration. 
Stiff soils, such as some clay and rock, can transmit vibrations over substantial distances. Sandy 
soils, wetlands, and groundwater tend to absorb movement and thus reduce vibration transmis
sion. Because subsurface conditions vary widely, measurement of actual vibration conditions, 
or transfer mobility, at the site can be the most practical way to address the variability of propa
gation conditions. 

Human Response to Vibration Levels 

Although the perceptibility threshold for ground-borne vibration is about 65 V dB, the typical 
threshold ofhuman annoyance is 72 VdB. As a comparison, buses and trucks rarely create vibra
tion that exceeds 72 V dB unless there are significant bumps in the road, and these vehicles are 
operating at moderate speeds. Vibration levels for typical human and structural responses and 
sources are shown in Table 11-16. Background vibration is usually well below the threshold of 
human perception, and is of concern only when the vibration affects very sensitive manufac
turing or research equipment. Electron microscopes, high-resolution lithography equipment, re
cording studios, and laser and optical benches are typical of equipment that is highly sensitive 
to vibration. 

Table 11-16 

Typical Levels of Ground-Borne Vibration 

Velocity Level 
Human/Structural Response (VdB) Typical Sources (@ 50 feet) 

Threshold, minor cosmetic damage fragile 100 Blasting from construction projects 
buildings Bulldozers and other heavy tracked 

construction e_g_uipment 

Difficulty with vibration-sensitive tasks, such as 90 
reading a video screen Commuter rail upper range 

Residential annoyance, infrequent events 80 Rapid Transit Rail, upper range 

Commuter Rail typical range 

Residential annoyance, frequent events Bus or Truck over bump 

70 Rapid Transit Rail typical range 

Limit for vibration-sensitive equipment. Approxi- Bus or truck typical 
mate threshold for human perception of vibration 60 

Typical backoround vibration 

50 
Source: U.S. Dept of Transportation, FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 

1995. 
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VIBRATION STANDARDS AND CRITERIA 

With the construction of new rail rapid transit systems in the past 20 years, considerable ex
perience has been gained about how communities would react to various levels of building vi
bration. This experience, combined with the available national and international standards, rep
resents a good foundation for predicting annoyance from ground-borne noise and vibration in 
residential areas. 

The FT A-developed criteria for environmental impact from ground-borne vibration and noise 
are based on the maximum levels for a single events. The impact criteria are defined in the FT A 
guidance manual and are shown in Table 11-17. The criteria for acceptable ground-borne vibra
tion are expressed in terms of rms velocity levels in decibels and the criteria for acceptable 
ground-borne noise are expressed in terms of A-weighted sound level. The limits are specified 
for the three land use categories defined below: 

• Vibration Category 1: High Sensitivity-Buildings where low ambient vibration is essen
tial for the operations within the building, which may be well below levels associated with 
human annoyance. Typical land uses are vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing, 
hospitals, and university research operations. 

• Vibration Category 2: Residential-This category covers all residential land uses and any 
buildings where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. No differentiation is made be
tween different types of residential areas. This is primarily because ground-borne vibration 
and noise are experienced indoors and building occupants have practically no means to re
duce their exposure. Even in a noisy urban area, the bedrooms often will be quiet in build
ings that have effective noise insulation and tightly closed windows. Hence, an occupant of 
a bedroom in a noisy urban area is likely to be just as sensitive to ground-borne noise and 
vibration as someone in a quiet suburban area. 

• Vibration Category 3: Institutional-This category includes schools, churches, other in
stitutions, and quiet offices that do not have vibration-sensitive equipment, but still have the 
potential for activity interference. 

There are some buildings, such as concert halls, TV and recording studios, and theaters, that can 
be very sensitive to vibration and ground-borne noise, but do not fit into any of these three cate
gories. Special vibration level thresholds are defined for these land uses. For simplicity, this as
sessment considers only the three vibration categories listed above. For this analysis, the criteria 
for frequent events was used for impact assessment and mitigation analysis. 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

FT A has provided guidance about the assessment and analysis of vibration impacts caused by 
new rail systems. FTA provides two approaches to vibration assessment: (1) General Vibration 
Assessment; and (2) Detailed Vibration Analysis. The General Assessment uses generalized 
data to develop a curve of vibration levels as a function of distance from the track, and is useful 
to screen alternatives when detailed data is not available to assess impacts. FTA recommends 
the Detailed Vibration Analysis during final design or at the outset of the project if there are par
ticularly sensitive land uses in close proximity to the track. 
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Table 11-17 

Ground-Borne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria 
Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Levels 

(VdB re 1 micro inch/sec) (dBA re 20 micro Pascals) 

Vibration Frequent Infrequent Frequent Infrequent 
Category Events1 Events2 Events1 Events2 

1 65 Vd83 65 Vd83 - 4 _4 

2 72VdB 80VdB 35dBA 43 dBA 
3 75 VdB 83VdB 40dBA 48dBA 

Notes: 
1 "Frequent Events" are defined as those with more than 70 vibration events 

per day. Most rapid transit projects fall into this category. 
2 "Infrequent Events" are defined as those with fewer than 70 vibration 

events per day. This category includes most commuter rail systems. 
3 This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most mo-

derately sensitive equipment such as optical microscopes. Vibration sen-
sitive manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define 
the acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building 
often requires special design of the HVAC systems and stiffened floors. 

4 Vibration-sensitive equipment is not sensitive to ground-borne noise. 
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA, April1995, 

pages 8-2 through 8-3. 

The detailed approach incorporates an on-site impact testing method to determine the "transfer 
mobility." Transfer mobility is a measure of the efficiency of vibration transmission through the 
ground and offers a way to predict train and construction-induced vibration levels in buildings 
with reasonable accuracy before a project is constructed. 

The detailed method consists of the following steps: 

1. Characterize the existing vibration environment. 

2. Determine the train's force density, which is the actual force applied to the ground by the 
train. Force density is frequency dependent and is also dependent on the train's speed. 

3. Determine vibration transmission properties of the soil. The transfer mobility can vary dra
matically depending on the underground conditions/geology. Consequently, the only practi
cal and accurate method available to determine transfer mobility is on-site vibration propa
gation testing using a seismic impact hammer. 

4. Determine building coupling losses and amplification factors. The extent to which surface 
vibrations are attenuated in a building depends on a variety of factors, such as the founda
tion type, whether or not the building is founded on rock, and the type of construction. 

5. Calculate train-induced vibration spectra in buildings based on steps 1 through 4. 

EXISTING VIBRATION ENVIRONMENT 

Vibration monitoring locations were chosen above the new tunnel alignments to provide geo
graphic coverage in the study area. A 24-hour monitoring period was used to capture both the 
high vibration levels that occur in the study area during the day and the lower ambient levels oc
curring at night. The existing vibration environment is an important factor in the assessment of 
a new source of vibration. If existing vibration levels are high enough, it could be that the new 
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source of vibration would not be noticeable. Vibration from the new trains could be masked or 
indistinguishable from existing train, truck, and car traffic. The monitoring locations are shown 
in Figure 11-4 and the range of measured maximum vibration levels is shown in Table 11-18. 

Table 11-18 

Ambient Vibration Levels 

Vibration Level 
Site No. Address (VdB) 

1 466 Lexinqton Avenue 56-721 

2 270 Park Avenue 55-571 

3 301 Park Avenue 53-772 

4 350 Park Avenue 31-561 

5 370 Park Avenue 30-59 1 

6 390 Park Avenue-Lever House 30-591 

7 425 Park Avenue 44-70 1 

8 500 Park Avenue 36-471 

9 521 Park Avenue 36-662 

10 786 Lexington Avenue 37-783 

11 166 East 63rd Street 32-51 1 

12 201 East 62nd Street 33-49 1 

13 250 East 63rd Street 33-491 

14 Newcomers High School 28-552
·
4 

Notes: 
1 Monitoring performed during May 1999. 
2 Monitoring performed during July 1999. 
3 Monitoring performed during September 1999. 
4 Newcomers High School (not shown in Figure 11-4) is 

located in Queens near Northern Boulevard. 

Currently, only four sites experience maximum vibration levels on the order of 72 VdB, and 
most sites experience much lower vibration levels. The lowest vibration levels are on the order 
of30 VdB. Graphs of the 24-hour vibration data for each measurement site are presented in the 
Technical Report. The peaks in vibration level are due to nearby trains, surface vehicular traffic, 
and mechanical equipment in the building. 

TRAIN FORCE DENSITY AND TRANSFER MOBILITY 

The Detailed Vibration Analysis procedure requires train force density to predict vibration lev
els at a particular location. Force density is the actual force applied to the ground by the train. 
This force cannot be measured directly, but it can be inferred by measuring train-induced vibra
tion and transfer mobility. The point source transfer mobility is determined by using an instru
mented drop weight and a series of vibration sensors at various distances from the impact. The 
line source transfer mobility is the sum of point source mobilities evaluated along a line repre
senting the train. 

Train force density tests were performed in March 1999 at a test site near Floral Park, NY, using 
a six-car M3 train provided by LIRR. M7 trains, which do not yet operate on the LIRR system, 
would also be operated in the new service to GCT along with current M3 trains. Of trains 
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available for the test, the M3 train was the most similar to the M7 train in its operational 
characteristics. 

Vibration data were recorded from the impact hammer using accelerometers located 25, 50, 75, 
100, 200, and 300 feet from the tracks. Train-induced vibration at 15, 30, 45, and 55 mph were 
recorded with the same accelerometer array. 

As shown in Table 11-19, vibration propagation (transfer mobility) measurements were con
ducted at five sites within the Manhattan and Queens study areas. 

Site 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Table 11-19 

On-Site Vibration Propagation Test Locations 
Horizontal Distance 

from Impact to 
Address Accelerometers (feet) 

47th Street and Lexington Avenue 0 18 44 64 130 

52nd Street and Park Avenue 0 25 50, 75 100 
57th Street and Park Avenue 0 25 52 88 115 

61st Street and Park Avenue 0 25 50 80 110 160 

63rd Street and Second Avenue No measurable siqnal 

Queens-41st Avenue and Vernon Boulevard 0,25,50, 75,100,200 

The measured data from these sites could be used to represent their respective geographic areas; 
however, to be conservative, the results from Site 3 were used to represent the Manhattan Study 
Area for depths up to 114 feet, since it yielded the most efficient vibration propagation. The 
geology in the Manhattan Study Area is relatively consistent and is composed of rock with a thin 
(approximately 20-foot-thick) layer of soil on top. For depths greater than 114 feet, the results 
from Site 4 were used. Details on the force density and transfer mobility tests can be found in 
the vibration appendix. 

PREDICTED TRAIN-INDUCED VIBRATION LEVELS 

The force density data (as a function of train speed), vibration propagation, a track-bed correc
tion, and building coupling and amplification corrections are used to estimate train-induced vi
bration levels at sensitive buildings along the corridor. The results can be expressed in terms of 
vibration velocity as a function of frequency. Frequency is an important parameter, since both 
human annoyance and specific mitigation techniques are frequency dependent. 

TRACKSUPPORTCORRECTJON 

The track support configuration for the at-grade force density tests was tie on ballast. The basic 
track fixation method proposed for the project is direct fixation on the concrete tunnel invert, 
which is stiffer than tie on ballast. Consequently, a correction* is required to account for the dif
ference in vibration isolation between these two supports. The correction factor is a function of 
rail support modulus; thus, due to the differences in track fixation, vibration levels were in
creased approximately 4 to 7 VdB, depending on the frequency. 

* Based in part on Bay Area Rapid Transit vibration measurements provided by Wilson, Ihrig & 
Associates. 
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BUILDING COUPLING LOSS CORRECTIONS 

Ground-borne vibration in buildings is typically attenuated by a certain amount, depending on 
how well coupled the building is to the ground. Many buildings in the Manhattan Study Area are 
founded on rock, FTA recommends a coupling loss ofO dB. For buildings founded in soil, the 
FT A manual cites coupling losses ranging from 5 to 13 dB for buildings of increasing size. 
Since small buildings in the Manhattan area (4 stories or less) are generally founded on soil, a 
coupling loss of approximately 7 dB was used for 1- to 2-story buildings and 10 dB for 3- to 
4-story buildings.* 

A summary of the coupling loss corrections used in the analysis is shown in Table 11-20. 

BUILDING AMPLIFICATION 

Table 11-20 

Building Coupling 
Loss Categories 

Coupling Loss 
No. Stories (dB) 

1-2 -7 

2-4 -10 

>5 0 

Building structures typically have resonant frequencies in the 10 to 30 Hz range. That is, when 
excited by a vibration source, certain parts of a building (such as at the mid-span of a floor) may 
actually amplify vibration at the resonant frequency. A 6 dB amplification factor (from 10-30 
Hz) was added to account for possible building amplification. During final design, such build
ing-specific factors will be analyzed and refined. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no vibration or ground-borne impacts, since no 
new rail service would occur. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

The components of the TSM Alternative would not result in any increases in peak vibration 
levels throughout the study area since no new rail lines would be constructed. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Manhattan 

The ground-borne noise and vibration effects of the Preferred Alternative were determined using 
the previously described methodology for both engineering options for buildings along the 
alignment in Manhattan. For the base case, without any special vibration mitigation, it was 

* These coupling loss values vary with frequency. Please see the vibration appendix for more detail. 
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assumed that the track fixation method would be direct fixation (with a static stiffness of 
300,000 pounds/inch and fastener spacing of24 inches). The project's effect on ground-borne 
noise and vibration levels in the study area is discussed below, followed by a discussion of the 
mitigation measures to be implemented. 

Option 1. The results of the analysis for this option (LIRR station in the lower level of GCT) 
are presented in Figure 11-5. As shown in the figure, Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative 
would have potential impacts on ground-borne noise levels at a number of buildings along the 
project alignment. Vibration levels would be below the FTA criteria and no impacts would 
occur. 

Option 1 would also result in predicted ground-borne noise levels that could potentially exceed 
the FTA's criteria of35 dBA for residential buildings and 40 dBA for non-residential structures. 
The analysis indicates that 236 non-residential* and 241 residential structures could potentially 
have significant impacts under this option. However, predicted levels may be lower than 
existing levels in areas where there is currently train activity, such as along Park and Lexington 
A venues. In such locations, existing ground-borne noise from MNR and NYCT operations may 
meet or exceed the predicted levels for the project, and there would be no impact in these lo
cations. Ongoing measurements indicate a wide variation in ground-borne noise and vibration 
levels in buildings. In fact, some data have shown much lower vibration levels in large buildings 
than predicted by the model, indicating that a 0 dB coupling loss may not be appropriate. How
ever, to be conservative, the 0 dB recommended by the FT A manual has been used in this analy
sis. The extent to which existing noise levels differ from predicted ground-borne levels will be 
refined during final design. 

As noted in Chapter 2 ("Project Alternatives"), Option 2 has been selected as the pre
ferred engineering option for East Side Access. 

Option 2. Due to the greater track depth of this option, project-induced vibration levels would 
not exceed the FTA criteria at any location along the alignment and ground-borne noise levels 
would exceed FT A criteria at only 10 residential and 4 non-residential locations. As noted 
above, calculations were made conservatively, assuming a coupling loss of 0 dB. How
ever, in some locations, existing ground-borne noise may be higher than levels predicted 
for the project, so that no project-related impact would occur. The extent to which ex
isting noise levels differ from predicted ground-borne levels will be refined during final 
design. 

Roosevelt Island 

Service for the Preferred Alternative would use the lower level of the 63rd Street Tunnel, which 
passes under Roosevelt Island. Based on distances to existing buildings, project-induced vibra
tion or ground-borne noise levels would not exceed FT A criteria at any location under Roosevelt 
Island. However, should residential structures planned for construction approximately 150 feet 
from the 63rd Street Tunnel be built, the Preferred Alternative may cause ground-home noise 
impacts of 35-40 dBA. 

* The specific land use will be determined during final design. 

11-33 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

Queens 

In Queens, service for the Preferred Alternative would use the lower level of the 63rd Street 
Tunnel and its continuation along 41st A venue. Throughout the entire traverse from the East 
River until reaching Yard A, the LIRR tracks would be below existing NYCT subway lines. 
Similar to Manhattan, no location would exceed the FTA's criteria for vibration impact. While 
the analysis of the proposed LIRR service indicates that 45 residential and 37 non-residential 
buildings would exceed the ground-borne noise criteria (see Figure 11-6), these levels may not 
exceed current levels due to train operations in the upper tunnel. The extent to which existing 
noise levels may exceed predicted project ground-borne noise will be determined during final 
design. 

VIBRATION MITIGATION MEASURES 

Design features would be incorporated into the project to mitigate its potential ground
borne noise impacts along the project route in Manhattan and Queens. Resilient rail fas
tenings and ties would be used in project tunnels in Manhattan to avoid potential ground
borne noise impacts. In Queens, potential ground-borne noise impacts would be miti
gated through the use of floating slabs, resiliently supported ties and fasteners, or ballast 
mats as needed at certain locations. •!• 
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Chapter 12: Energy 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter compares the direct energy expenditures associated with the TSM and Build Alter
natives with that of the No Action Alternative. Direct energy expenditure is the total fuel con
sumption by vehicles operating on roadways in the Long Island Transportation Corridor and the 
energy required to operate the trains, both diesel and electric, under each scenario. Energy 
consumed to construct the Preferred Alternative is discussed in Chapter 1 7, "Construction and 
Construction Impacts." 

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Gross energy consumption in the United States in 1996 has been estimated at an equivalent of 
93.81 quadrillion British Thermal Units, or BTUs.* Of that total energy consumption, the trans
portation sector uses 24.43 quadrillion BTUs, or approximately 26 percent (source: National 
Transportation Statistics, U.S. Department of Transportation). This number includes coal, natu
ral gas, electricity, and electrical system energy losses. Electrical energy within the transporta
tion sector is predominantly used by railroads and is a very small portion of the overall energy 
demand in the United States. The direct electrical energy required by railroads is generated by 
coal, oil, natural gas, hydroelectric, and nuclear fuel sources. 

The most recent estimate available for electric power consumption by facilities operated by the 
Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) was approximately 426 million kilowatt hours (kwh), consumed 
in 1995. This is equivalent to 1.45 trillion BTUs (one kwh is equal to 3,413 BTUs). Fuel con
sumed by the diesel fleet totaled 6.2 million gallons, which is equivalent to 812 billion BTUs. 
Electric power for LIRR is provided by the New York Power Authority (NYP A). Gas and oil 
plants generated most of this power, and the remainder was generated by hydroelectric and nu
clear sources. 

C. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

The TSM Alternative would decrease energy usage over that of the No Action Alternative. This 
alternative would reduce the number of automobile vehicle miles traveled (VMT) over the No 
Action Alternative, by attracting new riders to its improved service. However, the TSM Alterna
tive would not increase the number of trains traveling to Manhattan in the peak period, so these 

* 1 quadrillion= 1 x 1015
• British Thermal Units, or BTUs, are a measure of energy used to compare 

consumption of energy from different sources, such as gasoline, electricity, etc., taking into con
sideration how efficiently those sources are converted to energy. One BTU is the quantity of heat re
quired to raise the temperature of one pound of water by one Fahrenheit degree. 
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new riders would experience significant crowding and inconvenience. In contrast, the Preferred 
Alternative would substantially increase LIRR service during the peak hour, while still de
creasing the amount of energy consumed. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

OVERALL ENERGY CONSUMPTION 

The Preferred Alternative would increase peak hour trains from 42 (in the No Action condition) 
to 61, increasing energy consumption from electric train VMT. However, the Preferred 
Alternative would, at the same time, reduce energy consumption from automobile VMT. This 
would result in overall decreases in energy consumption compared with the No Action 
Alternative. This decreased energy consumption as a result of the Preferred Alternative would 
represent a small fraction of the approximately 874 trillion BTUs1 of energy used for ground 
transportation in New York State each year.* The energy consumed by each alternative com
pared with the No Action Alternative is shown in Table 12-1. 

Table 12-1 

Net Annual Energy Consumption for Project 
Alternatives vs. No Action Alternative 

Total Annual 
Net New Energy 
Annual Consumption1 

Alternative/Component Vehicle Miles (Billion BTUs) 

TSM vs. No Action Alternative 

Auto -33 650 000 -210 

Electric Trains -160 000 -16 

Diesel Trains 490 000 49 

Total -33,320,000 -177 

Preferred vs. No Action Alternative 

Auto -105 510 000 -658 

Electric Trains 5 324 000 532 

Diesel Trains -248 000 -25 

Total -100 434 000 -151 

Note: 
1 BTUs per vehicle mile are based on data in FTA's Technical 

Guidance on Section 5309 New Starts Criteria, July 1999, as 
follows: 
Auto= 6,233 BTU/vehicle miles; and 
Rail= 100,000 BTU/vehicle miles. 

It should be noted that the energy consumption values from the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) guidance represent the total operational energy consumption required per vehicle mile of 
travel. These average values are based on data from rail systems throughout the country. As an 

* State energy figures from "Patterns and Trends, New York State Energy Profiles: 1994-1998," New 
York State Energy Research and Development Authourity. 
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average, they include not only the energy required for traction power, but also other ancillary 
systems that are part of a given system. This would include the energy for communications, sig
nals, stations, and in some cases, tunnel lighting and ventilation. While averaged nationally over 
a wide range of systems, these factors provide a good indicator of the relative differences in 
energy consumption between various modes of transportation. 

Overall, no adverse energy impacts would occur under either the TSM or Preferred Alternative. 
Compared with the No Action Alternative, both the TSM and the Preferred Alternatives would 
decrease overall energy consumption. 

SUNNYSIDE STATION 

The design and construction of Sunnyside Station provides an opportunity to employ environ
mentally responsible design ("Green Design"). As the project progresses, standards would be 
adopted to lessen the environmental impact of the new station. Recognized opportunities to do 
so would include: environmentally responsible technology; energy efficient climate control; re
source conservation; and responsible construction, operations, and maintenance procedures. 
While there is no uniformly accepted "blueprint" for environmentally responsible design, the 
construction of Sunnyside station would carefully consider available procedures for minimizing 
the environmental impact of the station. 

D. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Neither the TSM nor the Preferred Alternative would cause significant adverse energy impacts 
and both would decrease the amount of non-transit-related energy consumption. Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. •!• 
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Chapter 13: Utilities 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter examines the project alternatives for their effects on utilities and other subsurface 
structures. The potential for the need to relocate or protect significant utilities is also assessed 
and described. 

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A number of subsurface utility lines and subsurface structures, both public and private, are lo
cated beneath the streets throughout Manhattan and Queens near the project sites, including in 
the Sunnyside YardNard A area. These include sewer and water mains, telephone cables, elec
tric lines, gas mains, and steam lines. On average, the majority of utilities are located close to 
the street or yard surface. These utilities provide essential services to the properties surrounding 
the project sites. 

C. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This section describes potential impacts on public utilities for each alternative. Impacts are con
sidered significant if the relocation of the utility would result in a service disruption or if the ad
jacent environment would be endangered. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative would not involve construction either above- or below-ground and would, there
fore, have no impact on subsurface utilities in the study area. (This alternative would, how
ever, require a new nighttime storage yard for electric trainsets on the Port Jefferson 
Branch.· Connections to local power and utility systems would be required.) 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative would involve some subsurface construction in Queens. Since elements of the 
TSM Alternative have not undergone any design, the need to relocate any utilities is unknown 
at this time. However, any utilities that would be affected by subsurface excavation would eith
er be relocated before disruption or maintained and protected during construction. In addition, 
like the No Action Alternative, this alternative would require a new storage yard on the 
Port jefferson Branch. Connections to local power and utility systems would be required. 

* See page S-6 of the Executive Summary or pages 2-7 through 2-5 of Chapter 2, 11Project 
Alternatives," for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Operation of the Preferred Alternative would not generate a significant demand on the area's 
water supply or sewage system. Nor would it interfere with the city's ability to provide these 
services in the study area. The energy required to operate the project would be provided by the 
existing Con Edison network and would not result in a significant increase in the amount of 
energy consumed within the study area. 

The greatest potential for project-related impacts on utilities would be during construction, 
when significant excavation is required at several locations in Manhattan and Queens. Due to 
the number of utilities typically located in New York City streets, construction of the Preferred 
Alternative, similar to many other construction projects in the city, could potentially affect these 
buried utilities. While many of the affected utilities would be smaller lines providing street con
nections to buildings in the area, some major utilities may be encountered. The engineering 
studies to date have focused on the project's efforts on the major utilities and the measures re
quired to ensure that service is maintained. As discussed below, further investigation and engi
neering design is required to determine all of the utilities that could be affected by project 
construction. 

MANHATTAN ALIGNMENT 

Northern Portion 

As described in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives," in Manhattan, the Preferred Alternative's 
track alignment would begin at the west end of the existing 63rd Street Tunnel, approximately 
140 feet below the surface of 63rd Street and Second A venue. From there it would traverse 
south and west to Park A venue at approximately 60th Street, where it would pass beneath 
MNR's tunnel structure. This section of the alignment would be well below any existing 
utilities. 

Grand Central Terminal and Approach Structures 

During the construction of Grand Central Terminal (GCT) and the approach structures in the 
early 1900's, utilities were rebuilt or relocated along Park Avenue. Intercepting sewers were 
constructed within the terminal and in subsurface easements within the GCT approach tunnels, 
as well as in the adjacent sidewalk area along Park Avenue. Utilities that cross Park Avenue, 
including water, steam, gas and electric, were rerouted above the approach structure. At several 
locations within GCT, existing street utilities were suspended from and routed within the GCT 
structure. 

North of 56th Street beneath Park Avenue, the alignment for Option 1 of the Preferred Alterna
tive would be below the MNR approach structure, and there would be no interference with the 
utilities above or within that structure. South of 56th Street, the track alignment under Option 
I would begin to widen beneath the tracks of MNR. Between approximately 55th and 52nd 
Streets, the alignment would pass beneath buildings on the west side of Park Avenue, until it 
entered the existing GCT structure south of 52nd Street. Between 56th and 52nd Streets, the 
greatest potential for utility impacts would exist. Between 52nd and 54th Streets, an interceptor 
sewer, approximately 4 feet by 2 feet wide, is located under the west sidewalk area of Park Ave
nue. In addition, there are two 18-inch sewer lines at 54th Street that could be affected by the 
project. The alignment would also conflict with an existing siphon structure in the bed of 54th 
Street; however, the siphon structure appears to be filled in and abandoned. The sewers within 
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the west sidewalk of Park Avenue between 52nd and 54th Streets, based on record drawings, ap
pear to be at a higher elevation than the structure proposed for the Preferred Alternative. There
fore, relocation of these sewers would not be necessary if they could be maintained during the 
construction of the new structure. As noted in Chapter 2, Option 2 has been selected as the 
preferred engineering option for East Side Access. 

Under Option 2, in which the alignment would be deeper than Option 1, potential utility impacts 
are limited to two areas: an existing 6-foot by 3-foot sewer at 46th Street, and a pipe tunnel be
neath the lower track level ofGCT from 48th Street to 43rd Street. 

Construction of the ventilation plants and substations for the Preferred Alternative would also 
require new utility connections, and the existing utilities in the area of excavation would need 
to be protected and maintained. Construction of these facilities would affect 44th and 45th 
Streets from Madison Avenue to GCT (Options 1 and 2), 53rd Street west of Park Avenue (Op
tion 1), 54th Street both east and west of Park Avenue (Option 1), Park Avenue between 51st 
and 52nd Streets (Option 1), and 55th Street between Madison and Park Avenues (Option 2). 

One of the project's new off-street entrances, on 45th Street between Madison and Vanderbilt 
Avenues, would entail construction in the bed of the street. The new entrance at 347 Madison 
A venue would require construction on 45th Street, and the utilities present would need to be 
maintained and protected. The other new entrances would be located within the easement area 
of buildings above the GCT trainshed, and therefore, would not affect the utilities within the 
streets. When utility service connections to these buildings are affected by construction, revised 
connections would be provided to avoid disruption of service. 

QUEENS ALIGNMENT 

In Queens, the Preferred Alternative's alignment would be approximately 70 feet deep when it 
exited the east end of the existing bellmouth of the 63rd Street Tunnel near Northern Boulevard. 
From this point the alignment would pass beneath Northern Boulevard, and the subway line un
der the street, into Yard A. At this depth, the new structure would be well below any subsurface 
utilities. However, the proposed cut-and-cover construction method in this area (described in 
Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts") would interfere with the existing utilities 
in the roadbed. The underpinning of the subway line beneath Northern Boulevard would require 
the excavation of the earth cover down to the roof of the existing structure. During this phase of 
the work, the existing street utilities would be protected and maintained. 

As discussed previously, existing utilities are present in Sunnyside Yard and Yard A. Within 
these properties, construction of the project would result in probable interference with one 
48-inch sewer, two 42-inch sewers, and a 12-inch water line. The new ventilation plant in Yard 
A would be located on top of the new train tunnel structure and would be in close proximity to 
the 48-inch sewer. This utility would be maintained and protected during construction. Near the 
Honeywell Street bridge, where the project's new tracks would rise from tunnel depth to yard 
level, they would cross the current location of a 42-inch sewer, which Amtrak uses for a 
vacuum sewer system for train maintenance (waste disposal). A new sewer tunnel is pro
posed to cross under the tracks, replacing the existing sewer. This sewer-as well as all other 
utilities affected by the project-would be protected and maintained while new connec
tions are made. The other two sewer crossings in Sunnyside Yard-another 42-inch sewer and 
a 48-inch sewer-would be protected and maintained in their current locations. 

13-3 



MT AJLIRR East Side Access FEIS 

All of the required substations in Queens and the substation on Roosevelt Island would be lo
cated in and adjacent to existing structures and would have no long-term impact on any utilities. 
Any existing utilities within the construction area would be protected and maintained while new 
connections are made to Con Edison's existing power grid. 

YARD LOCATIONS 

As discussed in Chapter 15, "Natural Resources," a new separate stormwater and sanitary sewer 
system would be created at Highbridge Yard. Utility connections to the existing system would 
be required at Fresh Pond for the New York & Atlantic Railway (NY AR) maintenance facility, 
while Blissville or Maspeth may only require connections for power. At all Long Island storage 
yards, connections to local power and utility systems would be required. 

D. FURTHER INVESTIGATIONS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

At this stage in the project design, it is not possible to determine every utility that may need to 
be relocated or protected due to the construction of the Preferred Alternative. However, as dis
cussed above, several major utility conflicts have been identified as part of the project's concep
tual design. While further study is required, the conceptual report identified several major utili
ties that would need to be relocated or maintained and protected during construction. 

In Manhattan, the sewers within the west sidewalk of Park Avenue between 52nd and 54th 
Streets appear to be at a higher elevation than the structure proposed under the Preferred Alter
native and therefore relocation of these sewers would not be necessary if they could be main
tained during the construction of the new structure. Further analysis of the exact construction 
method to be used at this location would determine whether to relocate the sewer or incorporate 
it into the permanent structure. 

The ventilation structures, substations, and off-street entrances may interfere with local utilities 
during their construction. Physical conflicts between these new facilities and existing utilities 
would be determined at a later date when the design of these facilities is further advanced. 

Similarly, the decision to relocate the existing utilities in Northern Boulevard would be made as 
the design in this area proceeds. 

One utility that would have to be relocated is the 42-inch sewer near the Honeywell Street 
bridge in Sunnyside Yard; a new 42-inch sewer would be provided, crossing under the proposed 
tracks. Based on the current track profiles of the Preferred Alternative, it is expected that the 
other two sewers (42- and 48-inch) discussed above could remain in place. However, they would 
require protection during construction. 

To ensure that no significant adverse impacts occur to the existing utility infrastructure in the 
area of project construction, a utility relocation report is being prepared by the project designers. 
A detailed field survey is being conducted along the entire alignment of the Preferred Alter
native. The purpose of this survey is to locate all visible utility street appurtenances (e.g., man
holes, hydrants, etc.) and related features, and to document topographic features of the align
ment. In addition, various public agencies, property owners, and private utilities are being con
tacted in an effort to collect and map all existing and planned utilities in the project area. As the 
survey maps are prepared, the utility information would be added and cross-checked with utility 
records. Where significant discrepancies are encountered, they would be resolved to the extent 
possible with field visits. Finally, the critical areas that are identified would require further in
vestigation, which would be performed during final design. •!• 
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Chapter 14: Contaminated Materials 

A. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

This chapter examines the potential for impacts related to contaminated soil and groundwater. 
It assesses the soil and groundwater conditions in locations potentially affected by the project 
(i.e., the project alignment and locations affected by the relocated Metro-North Railroad [MNR] 
and New York & Atlantic Railway [NY AR] facilities). It then considers the potential impacts 
to worker safety, public health, and the environment from any potential contaminants identified, 
and identifies mitigation measures to be employed by the project. 

For each area that would be affected by the project, the analysis begins by considering the loca
tion, type, and extent of contaminated materials that may be present in the soil or groundwater 
because of past or present uses either on or adjacent to the site. As described below, this assess
ment was conducted through a review of historic maps and regulatory records and extensive site 
visits and soil and groundwater sampling. The analysis then considers the project's potential to 
encounter any potentially contaminated soil and groundwater identified. This evaluation focuses 
on construction activities,* since the construction work for the project would disturb the soil 
and, in some locations, the groundwater. Construction activities are considered with respect to 
soil and groundwater conditions to assess any potential risks to public health, safety, and the en
vironment. Finally, the chapter also describes mitigation measures to be employed to avoid po
tential impacts related to contaminated materials. It also describes how those measures would 
also avoid potential impacts associated with contaminated materials once the project is com
pleted and operational. 

LOCATIONS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN 

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) examines three alternatives: the No Action Alterna
tive; the Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative, and the Preferred Alternative. 
Under the No Action Alternative, existing train storage yards would be expanded and a new 
yard may be created independent of the project. Potential storage yard sites under consideration 
for the No Action Alternative were also examined under the Preferred Alternative. The TSM 
Alternative would involve considerably less subsurface work than the Preferred Alternative, and 
the issues would be those typically found in an older urban area. The range of contaminants and 
potential for impact with the No Action and TSM Alternatives would be well within the "en
velope" of concerns and mitigation actions associated with the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, 
locations of concern focus on the Preferred Alternative only, as discussed below. 

The Preferred Alternative raises potential issues related to contamination in locations where 
soils or groundwater would be disturbed. In Manhattan, where the below-grade portions of 
Grand Central Terminal (GCT) are predominantly in bedrock, little soil would be encountered 

* Construction activities are described in detail in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts." 
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during construction. In locations where excavation or limited cut-and-cover work through soil 
would be required, an assessment of contaminated materials was conducted to determine 
whether the soil underlying the existing Metro-North tracks may have been contaminated by 
past rail activities. It is not expected that contamination would be found in sections where hard
rock tunneling techniques would be utilized, as the bedrock in Manhattan is relatively unfrac
tured and impervious, reducing the potential for the downward migration of water or other 
liquids that may transport contaminants into the bedrock. However, for the same reason, there 
may be perched water tables at the soil/bedrock interface that could require the installation of 
product recovery wells if petroleum or other contaminated groundwater is encountered during 
construction. 

In Queens at Yard A and Harold Interlocking, construction activities would include excavation 
and soft-ground tunneling techniques. Due to historic uses as rail yards, as well as the presence 
of numerous industrial facilities around the yards, contaminated soil and/or groundwater are 
likely to be found on-site. In fact, Amtrak's Sunnyside Yard has been designated by the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) as a Class II Inactive 
Hazardous Waste Site (significant threat to human health and/or the environment and where 
action is required), even though only a small fraction of the yard near Northern Boulevard and 
38th Street is significantly contaminated (conditions at Sunnyside Yard are described later under 
"Existing Conditions"). An assessment of potential concerns related to contaminated materials 
at Yard N Arch Street Yard, Harold Interlocking, and Sunnyside Yard was conducted for this 
EIS. As described later in this chapter, special care would be taken at Sunnyside Yard, including 
ongoing coordination with Amtrak and NYSDEC, to ensure that the project would not interfere 
with any remediation efforts at the yard. fu addition to using special construction techniques at 
Yard A, the project would construct tunnels deep beneath Sunnyside Yard to avoid affecting 
contaminated areas in any way. 

Metro-North's Madison Yard and NYAR's operations in Yard A would be relocated to several 
locations (Highbridge Yard in the Bronx; and Fresh Pond Yard and Blissville or Maspeth Yard 
in western Queens), all of which have been or are currently used for rail activities. While the 
construction at each of these facilities would, for the most part, not involve extensive subsurface 
work, there is still potential for the disturbance of contaminated soil and to a lesser extent 
groundwater. Therefore, each of these sites was assessed for potential impacts related to con
taminated materials. The site on Roosevelt Island that would be excavated to construct a substa
tion facility for project's tunnel was also considered with respect to the potential for contami
nated soils or groundwater. 

As described in Chapter 2 ("Project Alternatives"), with the Preferred Alternative in place, 
additional space would be required for nighttime storage of rail cars. Although construc
tion activities required for new yards would consist mainly of surface work, there is still po
tential for the disturbance of contaminated soil and, to a lesser extent, groundwater. Thus, each 
of the seven illustrative sites evaluated in this FE IS was assessed for potential impacts relating 
to contaminated materials. 

POTENTIAL CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN 

Soil and groundwater beneath a site can become contaminated because of past or present uses 
on the site or on adjacent properties. Most of the sites affected by the project are currently in 
railroad use. Normal operations at rail yards-including maintenance and routine operations
can over time lead to contamination from minor spills, dripping and leaking of fluids, etc. In 
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addition to contamination resulting from the rail uses themselves, the project areas may also 
have been contaminated by past or current uses of neighboring properties, particularly since 
most of the affected sites are located in largely industrial and manufacturing areas. Some con
taminants, like petroleum products, may have been released during spills and from leaking 
underground fuel tanks. Others, such as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (P AHs ), are asso
ciated with combustion (e.g., coal, ash) and have historically been used as fill throughout New 
York City. Some of the common contaminants of concern on rail yards and sites in industrial 
areas are discussed below. 

• Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs). Commonly used as a dielectric fluid in train-mounted 
or yard transformers, this pollutant is of special concern at some yard and train maintenance 
locations. 

• Heavy metals, including lead, cadmium, chromium, and mercury. Widely used in many in
dustries, including printers, foundries, and metal working facilities, and as components in 
paint, ink, petroleum products, and coal ash, these can be toxic to humans in high doses. 
Lead is also a component of paint on bridges, and can be found in elevated concentrations 
in soil near busy roadways as a result of the historic use ofleaded gasoline. Heavy metals 
are of concern at the project areas because of rail maintenance activities and because of the 
surrounding industries. 

• Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). These include aromatic compounds (such as ben
zene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene [BTEX]), which are found in petroleum products 
used in vehicle repair and metal works, as well as many other industries; and chlorinated 
compounds (such as tricholoroethene and tetrachloroethene, common ingredients in sol
vents and cleansers) used in degreasing, dry cleaners, and other industrial facilities. 
Drinking water contaminated with VOCs or breathing or inhaling the vapors ofVOCs can 
be toxic, and some VOCs can be flammable if the vapors are confined. 

• Semi volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs). These include P AHs, which are common con
stituents of partially com busted coal or petroleum-derived products, such as creosote used 
as a protective coating on rail ties and by chemical manufacturing facilities; coal and coal 
ash used as fill material; and phthalates, used in plastic manufacturing facilities. P AHs can 
pose long-term risks to human health. 

• Pesticides and Herbicides. These are commonly used to eliminate rodents and/or insects, 
and vegetation from the rail yard, particularly between the tracks in the path of moving 
trains. 

• Fuel Oil and Gasoline Storage Tanks. Many of the rail yards, businesses, and industries 
once located in the project areas contained above-ground storage tanks (ASTs) or under
ground storage tanks (USTs) for fuels. Some of these tanks may have been removed, and in 
some locations, spills and leaks associated with such tanks may have occurred. Other tanks, 
although no longer in use, may remain buried in place in the project areas. Existing busi
nesses and gasoline stations neighboring the rail yards may have petroleum storage tanks 
that are in active use. The soils and groundwater in proximity to fuel oil and gasoline 
storage tanks may be contaminated because of past leaks or spills. Fuel oil and gasoline 
from off-site sources may have migrated to the project areas, contaminating soil and ground
water on-site. 
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• Asbestos. Steam pipes in GCT and in buildings at Sunnyside Yard that would be acquired 
by the project may be coated with asbestos. When asbestos fibers become airborne and are 
inhaled by an individual, the respiratory tract may be damaged. 

METHODOLOGY 

For each location where construction activities could disturb potentially contaminated materials, 
a preliminary site assessment (Phase I) was conducted. This included the Manhattan alignment, 
SunnysideNard A complex, and the replacement yards. Each Phase I employed a four-part in
vestigation-past and current historical land use review, contaminated materials database and 
records research, a site inspection, and interviews with knowledgeable personnel-to determine 
the potential presence of contaminated materials on or below the site as well as the need for fur
ther detailed subsurface site investigations (Phase II). 

The review of past and current land use began with research to determine the past uses on 
or within one block of the site in question. The research involved examining historic maps (San
born real estate atlases and fire insurance maps dating back to late 1800's) and/or aerial photo
graphs for such uses as gasoline stations, electric substations, gasworks, chemical works, and 
other industrial uses that historically could have resulted in contamination of underlying soil. 

At the Long Island storage yard sites being evaluated in this FE/5, preliminary hazardous ma
terials site assessments (Phase Is) were completed as part of the preparation ofLIRR's pre
liminary Long-Term Operations and Maintenance Strategy.* These reports were reviewed and 
are summarized in this chapter. In cases where the Phase I reports covered a slightly different 
site configuration than is now being considered, applicable conclusions of the report have been 
used to evaluate the new yard site. In addition, since no Phase I assessment was prepared for 
the Ronkonkoma site, a site inspection and a review of historical aerial photos and regulatory 
databases were performed for that site to determine the potential presence of contaminated ma
terials on or below the site as well as the need for further detailed subsurface site investigations. 

Federal and state database and regulatory records were reviewed-including listings of hazar
dous materials spills, petroleum storage facilities, and state and federally listed hazardous waste 
sites-to determine the regulatory status of each site, adjacent properties, and properties within 
the surrounding area. Previous environmental reports for each yard, where available, were also 
reviewed. 

A visual inspection of all accessible areas of each yard was performed to determine potential 
sources of contamination, including USTs; ASTs; objects that could potentially contain PCBs, 
such as transformers; and areas where hazardous materials were used, stored, treated, generated 
and/or disposed, such as maintenance facilities, debris piles, and areas of illegal dumping. The 
visual inspection also identified any staining, odors, or lack of vegetation, which can be signs 
of contamination. 

Finally, interviews were conducted with knowledgeable individuals at NYSDEC, the Metropoli
tan Transportation Authority (MTA), the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR), Metro-North Railroad, 
Amtrak, and NY AR, and environmental personnel familiar with the ongoing remedial work at 
Sunnyside Yard. As described earlier, the project team is consulting with NYSDEC and Amtrak 
on an ongoing basis regarding issues related to contaminated materials at Sunnyside Yard. 

* Source: Environmental Planning & Management, Inc. for STY, Inc., Spring 1999. 

14-4 



Chapter 14: Contaminated Materials 

Using this four-step preliminary site assessment (Phase I), areas of potential contamination were 
identified at each project location, and for sites that were accessible, a soil and groundwater 
testing program (Phase II) was designed and performed to evaluate the presence of contamina
tion. The location and depth of soil samples, as well as the need for groundwater samples, were 
based on the proposed construction limits in each area. This included both shallow and deep 
sampling. A motorized drill rig was used to install deep soil borings, several of which were com
pleted as permanent groundwater monitoring wells. Shallow soil borings (less than 4 feet) were 
installed using a drilling or hand auger and test pits were excavated using a backhoe. Soil and 
groundwater were tested for organic compounds, heavy metals, PCBs, and pesticides. The soil 
and groundwater samples were evaluated using the criteria described below. 

REGULATORY LIMITS AND REGULATIONS/EVALUATION CRITERIA 

The Phase I and II data were evaluated, focusing on whether the project could lead to exposure 
to contaminated materials that would result in an increased threat or risk to workers, public 
health, or the environment. The Phase II evaluations (soil and groundwater sampling) were used 
to determine the levels of various chemical constituents in soil and groundwater. These levels 
were then evaluated using criteria based on various regulatory limits, as appropriate for indus
trial sites. (Health-based criteria developed for residential areas and standards for drinking water 
were not used, since these are not appropriate for industrial sites that are not accessible to the 
general public on a regular basis.) These values serve as screening levels, with contamination 
identified at levels below the screening level not requiring further evaluation, and contamination 
above the screening level indicating the need for mitigation. (In addition, as described later in 
this chapter, any material that must be removed from a project site for disposal off-site will un
dergo a separate evaluation of contamination to meet off-site landfill requirements.) The criteria 
used to evaluate contaminants are described below and listed in Table 14-1. 

Matrix Parameter 

Soil Lead 

Total VOCs 

Total SVOCs 

Individual SVOCs 

Total PCBs 

Total cPAHs 

Total Pesticides 

Groundwater Cadmium 

Copper 

Lead 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Zinc 

Numerous indi-
vidual compounds 

Table 14-1 

Project Evaluation Criteria 

Threshold Level Source 

1,000 ppm NYSDEC criteria at Sunn_yside Yard 

10 ppm TAGM4046 

500 ppm TAGM4046 

50 ppm TAGM4046 

25 ppm NYSDEC criteria at Sunnyside Yard 

25ppm NYSDEC criteria at Sunnyside Yard 

10 ppm TAGM4046 

690 ppb NYC Sewer 

5,000 ppb NYC Sewer 

2,000 ppb NYC Sewer 

50 ppb NYC Sewer 

3,000 ppb NYC Sewer 

5,000 ppb NYC Sewer 

Various NYSDEC Class I and SO Surface 
Water Standards 
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SOIL 

• For lead, an evaluation criterion of 1,000 parts per million (ppm) was used, in accordance 
with values established by NYSDEC in effect at Sunnyside Yard (a New York State Inac
tive Hazardous Waste Site). 

• For organic chemicals-i.e., VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and PCBs-comparisons were 
made with values obtained from NYSDEC guidance documents and criteria established by 
NYSDEC for Sunnyside Yard. The maximum criteria for classes of chemicals presented in 
NYSDEC's Technical and Administration Guidance Memorandum (TAGM) 4046 were 
used, as follows: total VOCs, 10 ppm; total SVOCs, 500 ppm; individual SVOCs, 50 ppm; 
and total pesticides, 10 ppm. (TAGM 4046 also has health-based criteria for specific chemi
cals, rather than classes of chemicals, but these are not appropriate for an industrial site that 
is not accessible to the general public. Health concerns during construction would be sepa
rately addressed by a Construction Contaminant Management Plan, as detailed below.) In 
addition to the criteria established by TAGM 4046, other criteria for organic chemicals es
tablished by NYSDEC for Sunnyside Yard were used. These are for total PCBs, 25 ppm; 
and total carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (cPAHs), 25 ppm. 

GROUNDWATER 

• For metals, total (unfiltered) levels were compared with New York City Sewer Ordinance 
requirements, and dissolved (filtered) levels were compared with NYSDEC-designated 
water quality standards of the closest surface water body (e.g., Highbridge data were com
pared with water quality standards applicable to the Harlem River). 

• For organic chemicals (VOCs, SVOCs, and PCBs), levels were compared with NYSDEC
designated water quality standards of the closest surface water body. The New York City 
Sewer Ordinance also limits discharge of groundwater with oil and grease that would gener
ally be visible as an oil sheen on the surface of the water. 

Although all of Long Island (including Brooklyn and Queens) is a federal sole source aquifer, 
groundwater is not used as a source of drinking water at or near any of the project yards in New 
York City (or anywhere in Manhattan or the Bronx). It should be noted that the only part of New 
York City that uses groundwater for drinking water supply is in an area in southeast Queens, far 
removed from any of the project sites. As such, NYSDEC GA groundwater standards (i.e., 
drinking water standards) were not used for comparison at these locations. The entire drinking 
water supply in Nassau and Suffolk Counties is derived from the Island's groundwater. Thus, 
NYSDEC GA groundwater standards would be applied at any sites in Nassau and Suffolk 
Counties. 

B. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The following assessment summarizes conditions at locations of interest, based on the results of 
the Phase I and IT investigations. More information is provided in the hazardous materials re
ports that are supporting documents to this EIS. 
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NEW YORK CITY LOCATIONS 

MANHATFAN ALIGNMENT 

This site has been in railroad usage since the mid-19th century. Historical real estate atlases and 
drawings from MNR indicate an oil storage vault located at East 48th Street between Madison 
and Park A venues; a rail car servicing pit and associated sump pit located in the Madison Yard; 
and several USTs containing gasoline, fuel oil, and other oils on the east side of this area. 

A release of 90 gallons of PCB-containing oil from a transformer on the underside of a train was 
reported on the upper-level MNR tracks in 1993. This is listed on the state spills database as a 
"closed" spill, indicating that NYSDEC determined that the necessary remediation was per
formed. 

Suspect friable asbestos-containing material (ACM) from spray-on fireproofing was noted on 
beams in GCT during the site inspection. Although most pipe-insulating materials were fiber
glass, there may be asbestos associated with underground utilities, such as transit conduits. 

Based on the preliminary site assessment, a comprehensive site investigation (Phase II) was per
formed that included the collection of 31 subsurface soil samples, six concrete chip samples 
from the Madison Yard area, and one sediment sample from near a drain in Madison Yard. The 
soil boring locations were selected to best assess the impact of railroad activities on areas where 
soil excavation for the project may be necessary. Concrete chip samples were collected in areas 
of Madison Yard where concrete staining was evident and analyzed for PCBs. Due to the large 
quantity of sediment remaining in the drains of the yard area, a sediment sample was collected 
to investigate whether any contaminants were present. None of the samples collected at GCT 
were analyzed for pesticides/herbicides. 

The Phase II investigation found elevated levels of total SVOCs (2,514 ppm) at one soil boring 
location. Additionally, elevated total P AHs (26-948 ppm), were found in five boring locations 
at shallow depths (0-3.5 feet). At three locations, these chemicals were typical of coal or coal 
ash, but at two others, they were consistent with petroleum contamination. Elevated levels of 
lead were also detected between 1,000 and 12,000 ppm at five shallow boring locations. There
sults, presented as ranges, are shown below in Table 14-2. 

SUNNYSIDE YARD 

Sunnyside Yard was created for and has been occupied by railroad use since the first decade of 
this century. Activities here include maintenance and rail car repair facilities, switch towers, car
washing facilities, and transformer areas. The yard is listed as a Class II Inactive Hazardous 
Waste Site by NYSDEC and had widespread contamination from petroleum and PCBs. Petrole
um contamination occurred over a number of years due to leaks from several USTs containing 
diesel and fuel oil. PCBs have likely leaked from stationary transformers and from transformers 
mounted on cars and locomotives. Previous subsurface investigations have established the 
presence of an approximately 7 5, 000-gallon plume of PCB-contaminated oil floating on the 
groundwater (this plume is "separate-phase" because it is floating separately in the groundwater) 
approximately 2 to 7 feet beneath Sunnyside Yard. As shown in Figure 14-1, this plume is in the 
northeast portion of the yard, near Northern Boulevard and 38th A venue. Although the ground
water beneath Queens is designated as a sole source aquifer, groundwater in this part of Queens 
is not used as a potable source of water. 
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Units Min. 

SOIL 

Lead ppm 10 

Total VOCs ppm ND 

Individual SVOCs ppm ND 

Total SVOCs ppm NO 

Total PCBs ppm ND 

Total cPAHs ppm ND 

Total pesticides ppm -
GROUNDWATER* 

Notes: 

Max. 

12,000 

36 

500 

2,514 

2 

748 

-

Table 14-2 

Manhattan Alignment 

Threshold Level Source 

1,000 Sunnyside 

10 TAGM 

50 TAGM 

500 TAGM 

25 Suni}Y_side 

25 Sunnyside 

10 TAGM 

* Because project construction activities would include boring through rock 
with low permeability and laying tracks in GCT, no testing of groundwater 
was performed. 

ND Not detected above detection limit. 
- Not analyzed. 
Bold Exceeds threshold level. 
Sunnyside Value from NYSDEC (Amtrak Sunnyside Inactive Hazardous 

Waste Site). 
TAGM NYSDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum 

4046 (1/24/94). 

The surrounding area has been a major industrial and manufacturing center, interspersed with 
warehouse/distribution facilities since Sunnyside Yard was built. The adjacent properties have 
included metal-working facilities, mechanics and electronics manufacturers, and auto-related fa
cilities. Several of these facilities are on state and federal regulatory listings for known con
tamination-e.g., NYSDEC Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites or Voluntary Cleanup Sites or 
Petroleum Spill Sites. Previous investigations indicate three plumes of chlorinated solvent-con
taminated groundwater and one plume ofBTEX (four chemicals associated with gasoline) in 
groundwater extending onto the project site, most likely from neighboring industrial facilities. 

Lead paint may be present on the bridges, towers, and metal structures at Sunnyside Yard, as 
well as Yard A. Elevated concentrations of lead waste may also be present in soil under these 
structures. A review of state regulatory databases indicated that 200 pounds oflead were gen
erated by the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) at the Honeywell Street 
bridge in 1996. 

A site investigation was performed that included the completion of39 shallow soil borings (less 
than 6 feet), and 14 deeper soil borings (up to 20 feet), four of which were completed as per
manent groundwater monitoring wells. Boring and monitoring well locations were placed in 
the areas where historical uses and off-site facilities could potentially have affected soil and 
groundwater at the project site, limited to areas of proposed construction. Sampling locations are 
indicated in Figure 14-1. 

Elevated levels of total P AHs were detected in soil samples at two locations in the yard, in
cluding one shallow sample in the loop track area ( 41 ppm), specifically in the vicinity of a 
plume of BTEX found during previous investigations, and one deeper sample in the Harold 
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Chapter 14: Contaminated Materials 

Interlocking area (708 ppm). Elevated levels of total SVOCs (1 ,418 ppm) were also found in this 
sample. Results, presented as ranges, are shown below in Table 14-3. 

Units Min. 

SOIL 

Lead _p_l)m 5.9 

Total VOCs ppm ND 

Max. 

723 

0.4 

Table 14-3 

Sunnyside Yard 

Threshold Level Source 

--· 

1,000 Sunnyside 

10 TAGM 

Individual SVOCs ppm ND 14 50 TAGM 

Total SVOCs ppm ND 1,418 500 TAGM 

Total PCBs ppm ND 1.3 25 Sunnyside 

Total cPAHs ppm ND 708 25 Sunnyside 

Total pesticides ppm - 0.04 10 iTAGM 

GROUNDWATER* 

Notes: 
* Only compounds exceeding threshold levels are shown. No compounds ex-

ceeded New York City sewer ordinance or Class SD values. 
ND Not detected above detection limit. 
- Not analyzed. 
Bold Exceeds threshold level. 
Sunnyside Value from NYSDEC (Amtrak Sunnyside Inactive Hazardous 

Waste Site). 
TAGM NYSDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum 

4046 (1/24/94). 
NYC Sewer Title 15: Chapter 19 of Rules of the City of New York. 
Class SD New York State standards/guidance values (6 NYCRR 703). 

YARD A/ARCH STREET YARD 

Like Sunnyside Yard, Yard A/ Arch Street Yard has been in rail use for more than 90 years, and 
maintenance operations have taken place since at least 1980. Several piles of debris and dumped 
material, including 55-gallon drums of unknown content, were observed throughout the site. 
Drums have the potential to leak their contents to surrounding soil, or liquid waste may have 
been dumped directly onto the soil. 

In addition, several spills have been reported at adjacent properties to the north, including one 
spill of gasoline at a filling station, and one spill of creosote in lhe 1950's at the "Outlet City" 
site,* located on Queens Plaza South, adjacent to Yard A. In addition, a release of diesel fuel 
was reported at the New York City Transit (NYCT) building just north of Yard A in 1994 after 
an underground storage tank was discovered during an excavation. A second spill of an un
known quantity of diesel, kerosene, mineral spirits, and waste oil was reported at this facility in 
1996. Both spills are listed on the state spills database as "active" spills. Previous reports re
vealed the presence of four plumes of contaminants in the groundwater beneath Yard A. In addi
tion to a portion of the large plume of free-floating, PCB-containing oil (discussed above under 
"Sunnyside Yard"), they include three other plumes of dissolved contaminants at lower 

* Also known as the QP site and the West Disinfecting Co. 
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concentrations-two plumes of chlorinated, solvent-contaminated groundwater extending under 
the project site, most likely originating from neighboring manufacturing facilities; and one 
plume ofBTEX (four chemicals associated with gasoline) extending to the project site from a 
neighboring filling station. 

The site investigation ofYard A/Arch Street Yard consisted of 14 soil borings, 7 of which were 
completed as groundwater monitoring wells (see Figure 14-1 for sampling locations). Elevated 
levels of SVOCs-in particular PAHs as naphthalene (2,000 parts per billion [ppb]), methyl
napthalene (1,100 ppb), acenaphthene (200 ppb), fluorene (83 ppb), and phenanthrene (66 ppb), 
and some methlphenols (75 ppb, total )-and VOCs (BTEX, 506 ppb, total) were detected in the 
groundwater samples at the monitoring well location adjacent to the Outlet City site. Elevated 
levels of VOCs (20 ppm) were also found in the soil sample at this location. Although the 
chemicals found would normally be associated with gasoline or other petroleum products, based 
on a detailed review of the on-site Outlet City data, they most likely represent creosote and not 
petroleum. The Outlet City site is currently undergoing remediation of creosote floating on 
groundwater under a voluntary cleanup agreement with NYSDEC. Remediation should be com
pleted prior to 2010 as part of development resulting from the Long Island City (LIC) rezoning. 

Elevated lead levels were detected in soil samples at three boring locations (at 1,200 to 2,440 
ppm) at shallow depths (0-3 feet). One of these was located just north of the on-site maintenance 
facility, one was located in the vicinity of the Queens Boulevard ·bridge, and one in the vicinity 
of the Honeywell Street bridge. In addition, elevated lead levels were detected in two unfiltered 
groundwater samples (264,000 and 4,000 ppb), two of which were locations where elevated soil 
lead was also found, including the monitoring well in the vicinity of the Honeywell Street bridge 
and the monitoring well located just north of the maintenance facility. It is possible that both re
sults are anomalous and are due solely to high turbidity, which would not be expected if de
watering and the settling of solids in the water were to occur at these locations, as levels were 
significantly lower in the filtered samples. Table 14-4, below, shows analytical results, pre
sented as ranges. 

BLISSVILLE YARD 

Blissville Yard, now vacant, was in rail use for many years, and it is located in a major industrial 
and manufacturing area in Queens. During that time, the surrounding properties have included 
metal-working facilities, fuel oil distribution facilities, and chemical-manufacturing facilities. 
Two spills were reported at the Buckeye Pipeline facility, south of the project site. Nearly 2 
inches of separate-phase gasoline was found at an existing monitoring well at this facility. Two 
spills were reported at adjacent auto repair facilities to the north, including one 1 00-gallon spill 
of fuel oil and one spill of an unknown quantity of petroleum. Several piles of debris and 
dumped material, including 55-gallon drums of unknown content, were observed throughout the 
site. 

A site investigation was conducted consisting of seven shallow (less than 3 feet), hand-augered 
soil borings, as project-related work proposed at Blissville Yard would only disturb the surface. 
Boring locations were placed at approximately 250-foot intervals through the length of the yard. 
Lead was found at elevated levels (1,030 ppm) at one location in the central portion of the yard. 
Results, presented as ranges, are shown below in Table 14-5. 
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Units Min. 

SOIL 

Lead ppm 4.8 

Total VOCs ppm ND 

Individual SVOCs ppm ND 
Total SVOCs QQ_m 0.8 
Total PCBs ppm ND 
Total cPAHs ppm ND 

Total pesticides ppm ND 

GROUNDWATER** 

Lead ppb 5.5 

Zinc ppb 7.2 

Benzene ppb ND 

Ethylbenzene ppb ND 

Xylene ppb ND 

Naphthalene ppb ND 

2-Methylnapthaler ppb ND 

Acenaphthene ppb ND 

Fluorene ppb ND 

Phenanthrene ppb ND 

Dissolved copper ppb 1.1 

Dissolved nickel ppb 1.5 

Dissolved zinc ppb 8.3 

Notes: 

Max. 

2,440 

20 

14 

39 

0.03 

23 

0.07 

264,000 

44,600 

16 

150 

340 

2,000 

1,19_Q_ 

200 

83 

66 

12 

272 

196 

Threshold Level 

1,000 

10 

50 

500 

25 

25 

10 

2,000 

5,000 

10 

41 

170 

140 

38 r--
60 

23 

14 

5.6 

74 

95 

Table 14-4 
Yard A 

Source 

Sunnyside 

TAGM* 

TAGM 

TAGM 

Sunnyside 

Sunnyside 

TAGM 

NYC Sewer 

NYC Sewer 

Class SD* 

Class SD* 

Class SD* 

Class SD* 

Class SD* 

Class SD* 

Class SD* 

Class SD* 

Class SD 

I Class SD 

Class SD 

* Analyte detected in soil/groundwater samples from the location adjacent to 
Outlet City. 

** Only compounds exceeding threshold levels are shown. 
ND Not detected above detection limit. 
Bold Exceeds threshold level. 
Sunnyside Value from NYSDEC (Amtrak Sunnyside Inactive Hazardous 

Waste Site). 
TAGM NYSDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum 

4046 (1/24/94). 
NYC Sewer Title 15: Chapter 19 of Rules of the City of New York. 
Class SD New York State standards/guidance values (6 NYCRR 703). 
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Units Min. 

SOIL 

Lead ppm 509 

Total VOCs ppm 0 
Individual SVOCs ppm NO 

Total SVOCs ppm 0.79 
Total PCBs ppm NO 
Total cPAHs ppm 0.23 
Total pesticides ppm NO 
GROUNDWATER* 

Notes: 

Max. 

1,030 

0.11 
4.8 
29 
NO 

16 
0.03 

Table 14-5 

Blissville Yard 

Threshold Level Source 

1,000 Sunnyside 

10 TAGM 

50 TAGM 

500 TAGM 

25 Sunnyside 

25 Sunnyside 

10 TAGM 

* Because project construction activities would consist of surface construe-
tion above the water table, no testing of groundwater was performed. 

NO Not detected above detection limit. 
Bold Exceeds threshold level. 
Sunnyside Value from NYSDEC (Amtrak Sunnyside Inactive Hazardous 

TAGM 
Waste Site). 
NYSDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum 
4046 (1/24/94). 

MASPETH YARD 

This site has been in railroad usage since before 1902. Historical real estate atlases indicate that 
a tool shed has occupied the site since the 1950's, and one vent pipe was observed adjacent to 
the tool shed during the site inspection. Two buildings and one gas tank were shown on maps 
from 1936 to 1950. Although no train maintenance activities are now performed at the yard, 
such activities may have been performed in the past. 

One spill of 75 gallons of diesel fuel was reported on-site after an LIRR train collided with a 
tractor trailer at the intersection of Maspeth A venue and Rust Street in 1995. This spill is still 
considered "active" by NYSDEC, indicating that it has not been fully remediated. Two addi
tional spills were reported at off-site-adjacent properties, including a PCB oil spill in 1997 at the 
adjacent Con Edison substation and a petroleum spill after a tank failure at 1 Railroad Place, 
also known as 2 Galasso Place, located immediately southwest of the center of the yard. Free 
product (i.e., a separate layer of material floating on top of the groundwater) was found in at 
least one monitoring well that was subsequently installed at the neighboring bus facility, located 
at 3 Galasso Place. Groundwater conditions on the project site may have been affected by these 
facilities. 

The site investigation consisted of seven soil borings, three of which were completed as ground
water monitoring wells. Lead was found at elevated levels at two boring locations (3,950 at 10-
to 12-foot depth and 3,050 ppm at 2- to 4-foot depth) in the vicinity of the 3 Galasso facility, and 
at the boring location at the northwest corner of the yard (1,770 ppm at depths of2-4 feet). Sam
pling near the area of the diesel fuel spill on-site did not indicate contamination. Groundwater 
conditions were below screening levels. Results, presented as ranges, are shown below in Table 
14-6. 
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Units Min. 

SOIL 

Lead ppm NO 

Total VOCs ppm NO 

Max. 

3,950 

0.137 

Chapter 14: Contaminated Materials 

Table 14-6 

Maspeth Yard 

Threshold Level Source 

1,000 Sunnyside 

10 TAGM 

Individual SVOCs ppm NO 18 50 TAGM 

Total SVOCs ppm 0.15 29.3 500 TAGM 

Total PCBs ppm ND ND 25 Sunnyside 

Total cPAHs ppm NO 9.95 25 Sunnyside 

Total pesticides ppm ND ND. 10 TAGM 

GROUNDWATER* 

Notes: 
* Only compounds exceeding threshold levels are shown. No compounds ex-

ceeded New York City sewer ordinance or Class SD values. 
NO Not detected above detection limit. 
Bold Exceeds threshold level. 
Sunnyside Value from NYSDEC (Amtrak Sunnyside Inactive Hazardous 

Waste Site). 
TAGM NYSOEC Technical and Administrative·Guidance Memorandum 

4046 (1/24/94). 
NYC Sewer Title 15: Chapter 19 of Rules of the City of New York. 
Class SD New York State standards/guidance values (6 NYCRR 703). 

FRESH POND YARD 

Historical aerial photographs do not reveal evidence of significant environmental hazards on the 
project site or in the surrounding area. However, the site has been an active rail yard since at 
least 1910. No train maintenance facilities were located at Fresh Pond Yard, and a review of 
federal and state regulatory listings did not indicate any significant environmental hazards on 
the project site or surrounding areas. 

No significant concerns based on the site history or surroundings were identified at Fresh Pond 
Yard, and the only work proposed would disturb the surface. To evaluate further potential for 
contamination in this area, six shallow (less than 3 feet), hand-augered borings were installed in 
the vicinity of proposed construction. Elevated levels ofVOCs (23 ppm) consisting oftrichloro
ethene and dichloroethene, common chlorinated solvents used in degreasing, were found at one 
boring location at the eastern portion of the parking lot. Table 14-7, below, shows analytical re
sults, presented as ranges. 

HIGHBRIDGE YARD 

Highbridge Yard has been in railroad. use for more than I 00 years. Historical maps indicated rail 
car repair shops in several locations throughout the site. Rail car repair facilities may have con
taminated underlying soil and groundwater with PCBs, waste oil, and diesel fuel. Eight fill caps 
and seven cut-off vent pipes associated with USTs were observed during the site visit (these 
tanks were subsequently removed by MNR in accordance with NYSDEC guidelines). Real es
tate atlases also revealed additional USTs. Old underground gasoline tanks may no longer be in 
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Units Min. 

SOIL 
Lead ppm 0.031 
Total VOCs ppm 0.002 

Individual SVOCs ppm ND 
Total SVOCs ppm 4 
Total PCBs ppm ND 
Total cPAHs ppm 1.92 
Total pesticides ppm NO 
GROUNDWATER* 
Notes: 

Max. 

301 
23 

4.4 
24 

ND 
8, 

0.02 

Table 14-7 

Fresh Pond Yard 
Threshold Level Source 

1,000 Sunnyside 

10 TAGM 

50 TAGM 
500 TAGM 

25 Sunnyside 

25 Sunnyside 
10 TAGM 

* Because project construction activities would consist of surface construction 
above the water table, no testing of groundwater was performed. 

ND Not detected above detection limit. 
Bold Exceeds threshold level. 
Sunnyside Value from NYSDEC (Amtrak Sunnyside Inactive Hazardous 

Waste Site). 
TAGM NYSDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum 

4046 ( 1/24/94 ). 

use, but have the potential to leak contents into the surrounding soil. Several piles of debris and 
dumped material, including 55-gallon drums of unknown content, were observed at the site. Pre
vious investigations indicated elevated levels of methylene chloride and several SVOCs in 
groundwater samples. Trace levels ofPCBs and SVOCs were also detected in several soil sam
ples in previous investigations. 

An initial site investigation was conducted consisting of two test pits and eight soil borings, 
three of which were completed as permanent groundwater monitoring wells. Boring and moni
toring well locations were placed in the areas where historical uses and off-site facilities could 
potentially have affected soil and groundwater at the project site. 

Elevated levels of benzene (21 ppb) were detected in groundwater samples from the monitoring 
well location in the vicinity of the former USTs and former repair shop. Phenanthrene, a P AH 
often associated with coal, or petroleum, was detected at elevated levels (2 ppb) in groundwater 
samples at one monitoring well location. Elevated levels of dissolved copper (7.2 ppb) were 
found in groundwater samples at a monitoring well location near the Major Deegan Expressway 
Testing and treatment may be required prior to disposal of groundwater to the Harlem River 
during any project dewatering activities. The regulatory values cited (Class I) represent con
servative limits, and project discharge limits would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in coor
dination with NYSDEC. 

During test pit excavations on the east side of the railroad tracks, two 55-gallon drums were en
countered, one of which was inadvertently ruptured. The drum contained a strong alkali (potas
sium hydroxide). The spill was immediately cleaned up and reported to NYSDEC and U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in accordance with NYSDEC and EPA procedures. 
Other drums were noted or suspected in the northeastern portion of the site. It is suspected that 
the drum was dumped illegally at the site from an off-site source. 
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A second spill was reported during the Phase II investigation after evidence of petroleum conta
mination was observed during sampling. Nine tanks were subsequently closed and removed by 
Metro-North in accordance with state guidelines. 

As part of the project's comprehensive program to sample, analyze, delineate, and quantify con
tamination-which will continue throughout preliminary design-additional site investigations 
were performed at Highbridge. These included a sitewide geophysical survey, an asbestos and 
lead paint survey, the installation of25 new soil borings (five of which were completed as moni
toring wells), and the collection of a sample from a clogged storm drain. The findings included: 
lead paint on the electrical towers and gate; asbestos in site buildings and debris piles; and addi
tional geophysical anomalies in the vicinity of the area where drums were found in the earlier 
test pits, potentially representing additional drums. 

Soil sampling revealed elevated levels ofVOCs (56 ppm, total) consistent with petroleum at the 
southern end of the yard and elevated P AH levels (89 ppm, total) at a location closer to the mid
dle of the yard. One sample from the northern end of the yard exceeded the hazardous waste 
threshold (unlike the earlier testing, this investigation measured leachable or Toxicity Charac
teristics Leaching Procedure [TCLP] lead rather than total lead). Soils exceeding this threshold 
would require off-site disposal at an approved hazardous waste landfill. The one sample from 
the clogged storm drain exhibited higher levels ofVOCs, SVOCs and PCBs than were found 
elsewhere on the site, but unlike the other sampling locations; this sample is not likely to be rep
resentative of a significant volume of material. 

Two of the monitoring wells (the one where 21 ppb of benzene was previously found and one 
new well at the north end of the site) had oil floating on the surface of the groundwater less than 
% inch, and benzene and naphthalene in the water samples. Levels of several SVOCs exceeded 
the Class I standards at two wells in the middle of the site. Levels of dissolved nickel exceeded 
Class I standards at one location on the east side of the mainline tracks, and levels of zinc ex
ceeded Class I standards in 12 of the 19 wells. As discussed above, project-specific discharge 
limits would be developed in coordination with NYSDEC. 

The results from both investigations, presented as ranges, are in Table 14-8. 

ROOSEVELT ISLAND 

This site has been occupied by a subway vent associated with the 63rd Street Tunnel since the 
1970's. Prior to that, the project site was vacant, except for a structure of unknown purpose. The 
neighboring properties have included a quarry, a reservoir, residences, a laundry facility, a fire 
house, a garage, and two additional auto-related buildings. These would not be expected to have 
affected subsurface conditions on the project site. Further, it is likely that much of the soil at the 
project site was removed during the excavation of the on-site subway vent. No spills were re
ported within an a %-mile radius of the project site, and State and Federal regulatory review did 
not reveal any significant environmental hazards on the project site or the surrounding area. 

Soil and groundwater (if necessary) samples will be collected from locations consistent with ex
cavation, dewatering (if necessary), and construction areas. This sampling will be necessary to 
determine the nature and extent of any contamination at this site for the purpose of providing 
disposal methods and mitigation measures in the Construction Contaminant Management Plan 
(CCMP). 
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Units Min. 

SOIL 
Lead ppm 2.8 
TCCP Lead ppm NO 
Total VOCs ppm NO 
Individual SVOCs ppm NO 
Total SVOCs ppm 0.093 
Total PCBs ppm NO 
Total cPAHs ppm NO 
Total pesticides ppm NO 
GROUNDWATER** 
Benzene ppb NO 
Phenanthrene ppb NO 
Naphthalene ppm NO 
acenaphthene ppm NO 
Fluorene ppm NO 

Dissolved copper ppb NO 

Dissolved nickel ppb NO 
Dissolved copper ppb NO 

Notes: 

Max.* 

894 
12 

56 
29 

187 
0.12 

89 
ND 

21 

19 

30 

20 

10 

7.2 

55 
310 

Table 14-8 

High bridge Yard 

Threshold Level Source 

1,000 Sunnyside 
5 Haz. Waste 

10 TAGM 

50 TAGM 
500 TAGM 
25 Sunr:!Yside 
25 Sunnyside 

10 TAGM 

10 Class I 

1.5 Class I 

16 Class I 

6.5 Class I 

2.5 Class I 

.5.6 Class I 

8.2 NYC Sewer 

66 NYC Sewer 

* Excluding storm sewer sample which contained higher levels of individual 
SVOCs (260 ppm), total SVOCs (23,651 ppm), total PCBs (3.6 ppm), and total 
cPAHs (637 ppm). 

** Only compounds exceeding threshold levels are shown. 
NO Not detected above detection limit. 
Bold Exceeds threshold level. 
Sunnyside Value from NYSDEC (Amtrak Sunnyside Inactive Hazardous Waste 

Site). 
TAGM NYSDEC Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum 

4046 (1/24/94). 
NYC Sewer Title 15: Chapter 19 of Rules of the City of New York. 
Class I New York State standards/guidance values (6 NYCRR 703). 
Haz Waste: New York State Hazardous Waste regulations (6 NYCRR 371 ). 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

CERRO WIRE SITE 

The project site consists ofportions ofthe former Cerro Wire and Cable Company facility and 
possibly portions of the former Syosset Landfill. The Cerro facility was in operation from the 
early 1950's until 1986 and manufactured steel electrical conduits, hot rolled copper rods, and 
steel strips. NYSDEC listed the site as an inactive hazardous waste site in 1983 and, after 
closing, a decommissioning program was instituted. This involved a site cleanup of all structures 
and equipment, and disposal of all remaining process chemicals and hazardous materials. Subse
quent decommissioning work and extensive soil and groundwater testing led NYSDEC to 
change the site's classification to that of a site which was properly closed but required continued 
management. After the site was acquired by New York News, Inc. in 1990, another series of soil 
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and groundwater tests was completed. In 1993, soil was removed from several areas in the 
wastewater treatment area of the site pursuant to a NYSDEC-approved remediation plan. Upon 
completion of the soil removal, the site was de listed by NYSDEC and reclassified as "DL"- re
quiring no further action. 

The Syosset Landfill site was originally a sand and gravel mining operation. Excavated areas 
were subsequently used for solid waste disposal. From 1933 to 1967, the Syosset Landfill ac
cepted commercial, industrial, residential, demolition, and agricultural wastes, plus sludges, ash, 
and scavenger cesspool waste. In 1967, the Town stopped using the landfill for residential 
wastes, although industrial wastes continued to be disposed of at the landfill until it was closed 
in 1975. The landfill was designated a Superfund site (that is, listed on the National Priority List 
for cleanup under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act and the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act) by EPA in 1983, and a nearby 
public drinking supply water well was abandoned. A series ofboth on- and off-site groundwater 
and landfill gas tests were completed from 1987 to 1994. Remediation measures-including 
capping the landfill, installing an additional gas venting system, and monitoring the air and 
groundwater quality- were instituted to mitigate on-site impacts. By 1996, the Syosset Landfill 
had been throughly investigated and remediated to the satisfaction ofEPA. Additionally, EPA 
concluded that off-site remediation was not necessary. 

BABYLON SITE 

The Babylon site is fully developed with commercial and industrial businesses, as described in 
Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," and Chapter 5, "Economic Conditions." 
Several 55-gallon drums were observed at the porcelain reglazing facility on the site, one at the 
auto repair shop, one at the dry cleaner east of the site at Higbie Lane, and one at the vacant pro
perty close to Route 231 that was once a tank farm. 

Evidence ofUSTs, such as fill caps and vent pipes, was observed at one of the residences and 
one of the small businesses. Four ASTs were observed at the operating tank farm (Nassau Blue 
Flame), including one 783,000-gallon tank and one 212,000-gallon tank containing No.2 fuel 
oil or diesel, and two tanks labeled as out-of-service. This site is listed on state databases as 
having seven active tanks with capacities of between 275 and 840,000 gallons. 

Two areas on the project site are listed on the Cornell Laboratory for Environmental Applica
tions of Remote Sensing (CLEARS) database as potential hazardous waste sites, including 
Nassau Blue Flame and the former fuel oil tank farm. During the site inspection, six ground
water recovery wells and a soil remediation system were observed. It is unknown whether or not 
the remediation system is active. The porcelain facility and the dry cleaners are both listed on 
state databases as generators of spent halogenated solvents. 

YAPHANK EAST SITE 

A review of federal and state regulatory listings for the Yaphank East site did not indicate any 
significant environmental hazards on the project site. Three active spills were reported at the 
Department of Public Works (DPW) facility, including unknown quantities of No.2 fuel oil, 
waste oil, and diesel. A residence located west of the site reported a spillofNo. 2 fuel oil that 
affected groundwater. These spills are upgradient from the project site and would not be ex
pected to impact subsurface conditions on-site. The DPW complex is also listed several times 
on the Petroleum Bulk Storage and Hazardous Waste Generators databases. Two sites in the 
study area were identified by the Suffolk County Department of Health Services, using the 
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CLEARS database, as potential hazardous waste disposal sites in the wooded area west of the 
project site. The sites consist of approximately 2 and 1.25 acres, and are likely the result of 
dumping. 

YAPHANK WEST SITE 

This site is predominantly a vacant, undeveloped property and is densely vegetated. Less than 
25 percent of the site is cleared for agricultural purposes. A review of federal and state regula
tory listings did not indicate any significant environmental hazards on the project site. However, 
one area was identified in the CLEARS database as a potential hazardous waste disposal site. 
This area was located at the northern boundary of the property, and is most likely the result of 
dumping. 

RONKONKOMA SITE 

Historical aerial photographs and a review of federal and state regulatory listings for the 
Ronkonkoma Site did not indicate any significant environmental hazards on the project site. 

PILGRIM HOSPITAL SITE 

The Pilgrim Hospital site consists of an existing rail line, undeveloped land, and a former power 
plant and two warehouse buildings associated with the former Pilgrim State Psychiatric Hospital 
Facility in Brentwood, Suffolk County. Additional structures associated with the former hospital 
include a former incinerator and three additional warehouse buildings, located just west of the 
site. At the Pilgrim Hospital site, two 10,000- to 20,000-gallon ASTs, likely containing heating 
oil, were located north of an aluminum structure attached to the north side of the power plant. 
A smaller AST was located on the east side of the power plant, and two fuel pumps for gasoline 
and diesel were attached to a structure attached to the west side of the power plant. Several 55-
gallon drums ofunknown contents were located in the vicinity of the warehouse buildings and 
south of the power plant. 

One active spill was reported for the Pilgrim Hospital complex at Power House G Road, which 
runs north of the project site and is most likely located off-site. One closed spill was reported at 
the on-site power plant in 1988, after 500 gallons of No.2 fuel oil were released as the result of 
an overfill of an A ST. This spill was closed in 1993. Spills listed as closed by NYSDEC have 
been cleaned and closed in accordance with NYSDEC regulations. 

Two areas in the vicinity were identified on the CLEARS database as potential hazardous waste 
disposal sites, both located south of the power plant and off-site incinerator. The sites consisted 
of two suspected flyash dumps in operation from approximately 194 7 to 1969. By 1972, the 
dumps were no longer detectable and likely were no longer being used, most likely a result of 
the power plant converting from coal burning to petroleum. Three additional areas were identi
fied adjacent to the west of the site, and are likely the result of dumping. 

The former Pilgrim Hospital's sewage treatment facility is located west of the site. Several for
mer sanitary leaching lagoons and discharge pits were located in this area. Seven existing 
groundwater monitoring wells were located between the site and the sewage treatment facility. 

RIVERHEAD SITE 

The site inspection and review of federal and state regulatory listings for the Riverhead site did 
not indicate any significant environmental hazards on the project site or the surrounding area. 
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Two areas were identified on the CLEARS database as potential hazardous waste disposal 
sites--one at the western border and one at the southern border of the project site. The sites con
sist of approximately 3.25 and 0.5 acres, respectively, and are likely the result of dumping. 

C. FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

In the future, it is expected that two current remediation projects could significantly improve 
groundwater contamination in the Sunnyside Yard/Yard A area. Amtrak, under a consent order 
with NYSDEC, is proceeding with investigations of the separate-phase PCB-contaminated pe
troleum plume in Sunnyside Yard and Yard A. Currently, a passive recovery (skimmer) system 
is in place that collects the contaminated material floating on top of the groundwater. Over the 
next several years, it could be expected that much of the contaminated material would be re
moved. Remediation in addition to the skimmer system may also be required. It is unclear as to 
when remediation would be completed but likely prior to 2020. 

At the Outlet City site, located north-adjacent to Yard A at the western portion of the yard, the 
owner is remediating the creosote contamination as part of NYSDEC's Voluntary Cleanup 
Agreement. A smaller groundwater treatment system than the one used by Amtrak is currently 
in place and negotiations are underway to select a final remedial measure. Remediation should 
be completed by 2010 as part of development resulting from the LIC rezoning. 

As described in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy," future developments are pro
posed or anticipated at several of the storage yard sites evaluated in this FE/5. In particular, the 
Town of Oyster Bay is currently considering an application to develop The Mall at Oyster Bay, 
a large regional shopping mall on the Cerro Wire site; a portion of the Pilgrim Hospital campus 
will be sold and redeveloped; and residential development is proposed for the Riverhead 
site. The proposed changes on the Cerro Wire site would involve demolition of the existing 
buildings on the site. They would also involve excavation and removal of a small area of soils 
where copper concentrations were found to be above the cleanup guideline, along with the adja
cent foundations and possible subsurface features. This or any other subsurface work would 
need to be coordinated with NYSDEC. Similarly, any new development at Pilgrim State Hospi
tal would have to follow all applicable regulations related to contaminated materials, including 
those that relate to asbestos and lead paint, as well as underground fuel storage tanks and other 
contaminants that may be present. 

D. PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The presence of hazardous or contaminated materials threatens human health only when ex
posure to those materials can occur. During construction, the East Side Access Project would re
quire excavation and disturbance of soil, including tunnel spoil. For materials that will not be 
used on-site, testing would be required to determine appropriate disposal options. All soil dis
posal from Sunnyside Yard would be coordinated with Amtrak. Testing may also be 
required for reuse of material on-site. Since construction may require dewatering, testing and 
treatment prior to disposal to the sewer system or natural water body may also be required, as
suming New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) (sewer) or 
NYSDEC (waterbody) criteria are satisfied. In areas where contamination exists, disturbance of 
soil and groundwater can provide an exposure pathway for the contaminants to workers and the 
public. This would vary depending on construction depth and methods, as discussed below. As 
also described below, once construction activities are completed, mitigation measures would 
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address any remaining subsurface contaminated materials, and thus would eliminate the po
tential for adverse impacts during the operational phase of the proposed project. 

The potential environmental impacts associated with each project alternative are examined be
low. Where potential impacts are identified, possible mitigation measures are presented in sec
tion E, "Mitigation Measures." 

NO ACTION ALTERL~ATIVE 

There are no construction and excavation activities associated with the No Action Alternative 
for the New York City sites. As such, no contaminated materials impacts are expected. On Long 
Island, a storage yard will be created on the Port jefferson Branch.* Impacts and mitigation 
would be similar, on a smaller scale, to the Preferred Alternative and are discussed below. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

There would be very little subsurface construction activity (e.g., foundations for extended bus 
lane, the expansion of platforms, minimal surface track work at some LIRR stations) associated 
with the TSM Alternative. Construction over wider or deeper areas would occur if the TSM 
components providing contraflow bus/taxi lanes were implemented. In these instances, impact 
potential would be similar to, but likely less than, that of the Preferred Alternative, as discussed 
below. In addition, construction of this alternative would require a NYSDEC-approved Con
struction Contaminant Management Plan (CCMP), and might also require Phase I and II as
sessments at specific locations. As with the No Action Alternative, a new rail storage yard 
would be required on the Port jefferson Branch. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS DURING CONSTRUCTION 

Although proposed plans for each location of concern differ, construction issues are similar, and 
include surface construction, soft-ground tunneling and cut-and-cover construction, and hard 
rock tunneling. The specific issues identified at each project location are addressed below. Dif
ferent impacts for different types of construction are also described below. 

The hazardous materials assessment undertaken for this EIS identifies contaminated areas for 
the purposes of identifying potential significant impacts and appropriate mitigation measures. 
For all project areas, prior to any additional environmental investigation or construction, a 
CCMP would be created to provide guidance related to hazardous materials or chemicals that 
may be encountered in soil or groundwater. This will include remediation plans, specifications 
for worker safety, and actions to be taken during construction, and is discussed in more detail 
below under "Mitigation Measures." After the design of project elements is more fully de
veloped and prior to the start of construction, additional soil and groundwater sampling would 
be undertaken in all project construction areas where contaminated materials were identified. 
This additional work would be designed to characterize the nature and extent, and approximate 
quantity of contaminated materials at all construction areas. This would be undertaken to ad
dress worker safety and to identify any soil or groundwater that would require special off-site 

* See page S-6 of the Executive Summary or pages 2-1 through 2-5 of Chapter 2, "Project 
Alternatives," for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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disposal. Any asbestos or contaminated materials found in structures to be demolished would be 
removed prior to demolition, according to all applicable state and local regulations. State and 
city regulations restrict the pumping of contaminated groundwater to rivers or sewers. The 
project specifications for dewatering would include testing to ensure that regulatory levels are 
not exceeded. 

New York City Locations 

Manhattan Alignment. Sections in Manhattan where hard rock tunneling techniques would be 
utilized would not be expected to encounter any contamination, since Manhattan bedrock is rela
tively unfractured and impervious, thus minimizing the potential migration of water or oil that 
may transport contaminants into the bedrock. The issues would be the same for the project's 
Option 1 (new tracks and platforms on Grand Central Terminal's lower level) as for Option 2 
(new tracks and platforms below the lower level). Both would use hard rock tunneling tech
niques to create the new tunnels, and both would involve work in the area of Madison Yard, 
where care would be taken in handling the soil and ballast there. To ensure worker safety, a 
CCMP would be implemented. As noted in Chapter 2, Option 2 has been selected as the 
preferred engineering option for East Side Access's Manhattan alignment. 

Sunnyside Yard and Yard A. In Queens at Sunnyside Yard, Yard A, and Harold Interlocking, 
construction activities would include cut-and-cover construction and soft-ground tunneling tech
niques. These activities would require the excavation oflarge amounts of soil and the use of tun
nel boring machines (TBMs) to construct tunnels deep beneath Sunnyside Yard. Subsurface in
vestigations indicated that deep excavation is less likely to encounter contaminated soil. In addi
tion, TBMs are used to avoid potential human contact with contaminated materials (see Chapter 
17, "Construction and Construction Impacts." 

As described above, Amtrak's Sunnyside Yard has been designated by NYSDEC as a Class II 
Inactive Hazardous Waste Site. Amtrak is currently under a consent order to perform remedial 
investigations in Sunnyside Yard. The yard has been divided into six areas, or operable units 
(OUs), to define suspected areas of contamination. Two of the OUs were investigated and 
cleaned up prior to construction of Amtrak's Highspeed Rail facility for their new Acela Ser
vice. The third OU is the separate phase petroleum plume that has been delineated by Amtrak. 
To date, NYSDEC has not approved remedial measures for this area. However, Amtrak is 
operating a passive recovery system to remove oil. The other three OUs are the remaining soils, 
the sewer system, and the groundwater within Sunnyside Yard. The timeline for future remedial 
activities is unknown. 

Coordination with NYSDEC and Amtrak regarding project-related construction activities within 
Sunnyside Yard is ongoing and all project construction activities in Sunnyside Yard would 
be addressed with Amtrak and with NYSDEC. The project's design in Yard A and Sunnyside 
Yard incorporates measures to minimize the effect of dewatering activities on the 200,000-
gallon contaminated plume of oil, in the event that its cleanup is not complete prior to 
construction. These measures include the use of low permeability barriers in a bathtub design 
for construction of the TBM launch site. Computer models will be used to predict the potential 
movement of the subsurface contamination and to identifY measures that would further 
minimize the movement, if required. 

As described in more detail in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts," the work 
would begin with excavation of a large area almost entirely within Yard A. Soil and 
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groundwater would be removed from this area, tested, and disposed of properly, as explained 
below under "Mitigation Measures." The excavation area would then be enclosed with virtually 
watertight walls constructed using slurry and jet grout. This new excavation area would thus 
provide a protected location for construction activities, separate from the contaminated ground
water beneath the yard. Figure 14-2 illustrates the proposed location of the new "cut-off' wall. 

Since the slurry wall would have a much lower permeability than the surrounding soil, potential 
effects on the water table an·d the need for dewatering of the excavation area would be 
minimized. 

This type of cut-off wall was used for MTA New York City Transit's 63rd Street Connector 
Project along Northern Boulevard, close to the area to be affected in Yard A. This cut-off wall, 
in similar soil conditions to that proposed for Yard A, was very effective at minimizing any mi
gration of the plume. As shown in Figure 14-2, the 63rd Street Connector's cut-off wall is much 
closer to the PCB-contaminated petroleum plume than the one proposed for the Preferred Alter
native in Yard A. Since the proposed East Side Access Project's cut-off wall would be much far
ther away from the plume, it is not expected to result in any significant drawdown at the location 
of the plume. 

As mentioned above, monitoring would be performed during construction to determine whether 
the plume moves. If it does move, water from dewatering could. be reinjected to reduce draw
down or additional extraction wells or slurry walls could be installed to capture oil and other 
contamination. During construction, the CCMP would specify precautions to be taken to mini
mize worker contact with groundwater, including the use of safe work practices and protective 
clothing. Settling basins may be required at Yard A to reduce levels of suspended metals in 
groundwater collected during dewatering. Sediment from settling basins would be tested and, 
if necessary, removed off-site in accordance with all applicable regulations, as would any con
taminated spoil from the TBM. 

Blissville and Maspeth Yards. Surface construction includes activities such as laying new 
track and adding or relocating utilities and signals. During construction, contaminated soils 
could be exposed. Airborne dust during construction activities is the main pathway for contami
nants to reach nearby residents and construction workers. An environmental CCMP would be 
created for the site to minimize potential exposure to contaminated materials, as discussed un
der "Mitigation Measures," below. 

While most of the project sites do not require any special measures, localized pockets of conta
mination or underground fuel storage tanks could be encountered during excavating and grading 
activities at any of the rail yards. These would be tested and disposed of properly, as discussed 
in "Mitigation Measures," below. Debris and dumped materials would also be removed from the 
sites and disposed of properly. 

As discussed above, there is also the potential to encounter buried drums. Drums and any con
taminated soils would be tested and removed with caution, in accordance with the CCMP. If 
tanks or drums are removed according to regulations and the CCMP, no significant impact 
would occur. It is expected that any drums found during the pre-construction site investigation 
would be removed immediately. The CCMP would include measures to be employed should any 
drums be encountered at any of the project sites. 

Groundwater from dewatering, if any, would be tested prior to disposal; assuming NYCDEP cri
teria are satisfied, it is likely that it would be pumped untreated to the sewer system. 
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Fresh Pond Yard. At Fresh Pond Yard, construction activities would include constructing 
maintenance facilities, including a locomotive inspection pit, and surface work, as described 
above. Like Blissville and Maspeth Yards, the CCMP would include measures to be employed 
should any drums or contaminated soil and groundwater be encountered at the site. Construction 
of the Fresh Pond Yard maintenance facility is not expected to adversely affect public health, 
workers, or the environment. 

Highbridge Yard. Like Blissville and Maspeth Yards described above, activities at Highbridge 
Yard would include surface construction-such as laying new track, adding a locomotive in
spection pit, and adding or relocating utilities and signals. At most, a small area of deeper exca
vation and dewatering is anticipated. There is also the potential to encounter buried drums. 
Drums and any contaminated soils (including the known location where soils exceeded the 
hazardous waste threshold for lead) would be tested and removed in accordance with the CCMP. 
It is expected that any drums found during the pre-construction site investigation would be re
moved immediately. The CCMP would include measures to be employed should any drums be 
encountered at any of the project sites. 

At Highbridge, discharge to surface water is potentially feasible. Sampling results indicate that 
groundwater could likely be pumped to the Harlem River with little or minimal treatment. If de
watering to the river is appropriate at High bridge, a testing program and site-specific discharge 
limits would be developed with NYSDEC. (For more information, see Chapter 15, "Natural 
Resources.") 

Roosevelt Island. As described above in "Existing Conditions," soil and groundwater sampling 
would be conducted to prepare a CCMP. 

Long Island Storage Yards 

At any site selected for use as a rail storage yard site, a CCMP would be developed as dis
cussed below under "Mitigation Measures," based on site-specific concerns. Known issues at 
the sites evaluated in this FE/5 are as follows. 

Cerro Wire Site. At Cerro Wire, because of the past industrial use of the site, all earth-dis
turbing activities would be performed under a site-specific CCMP. In addition, if the alignment 
that crosses the former Syosset Landfill is chosen, the yard would have to be specially designed 
to protect the landfill cap. 

Babylon Site. Because the Babylon site has had a history of industrial and oil-related uses, soil 
and groundwater testing is recommended. A geophysical survey would also be conducted to 
identify the locations of any buried tanks. Any remaining drums would be sampled and disposed 
off-site in accordance with all applicable regulations. 

Yaphank East Site. Because the Yaphank East site was identified on the CLEARS database as 
a potential hazardous waste disposal site, soil and groundwater testing would be appropriate 
prior to construction in this area. 

Yaphank West Site. Because the Yaphank West site was identified on the CLEARS database 
as a potential hazardous waste disposal site, soil and groundwater testing would be appropriate 
if this site is selected for development. 

Ronkonkoma Site. This site consists of primarily vacant undeveloped land, and would not be 
expected to have serious contaminated materials issues. 
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Pilgrim Hospital Site. A soil and groundwater testing program would be recommended for the 
Pilgrim Hospital site due to former usage of petroleum on-site, and off-site up gradient sewage 
treatment operations. A geophysical survey would be conducted to identify the locations of any 
buried tanks associated with the gasoline and diesel pumps at the Pilgrim site. Any remaining 
drums should be sampled and disposed off-site in accordance with all applicable regulations. 

Riverhead Site. Because a small area at Riverhead was identified on the CLEARS database as 
a potential hazardous waste disposal site, soil and groundwater testing would be appropriate if 
this site is selected for development. 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS DURING OPERATION 

The mitigation measures implemented during construction would ensure that any contaminated 
materials currently present on the project sites would not result in significant adverse impacts 
once the project's construction is complete and the East Side Access Project is operational. As 
described earlier, in Yard A and Sunnyside Yard, the project would be constructed to avoid any 
effects on the contaminated plume beneath the yards; groundwater modeling performed for the 
project has concluded that the project would not significantly affect the groundwater conditions 
there. Furthermore, the new railroad-related facilities created as part of the project would com
ply with all applicable regulations regarding contaminated materials, to avoid creating new con
tamination at any of the project sites. As detailed in Chapter 15, "Natural Resources," for exam
ple, the project would include pre-treatment systems for any discharges from its maintenance fa
cilities, designed in accordance with NYCDEP regulations. Maintenance and car wash activities 
would be conducted within enclosed facilities. Discharges from these facilities would meet all 
applicable industrial discharge permit limits in accordance with NYCDEP requirements. The 
registration of petroleum storage tanks (6 NYCRR §612) and chemical storage tanks (6 NYCRR 
§596.2) with NYSDEC would occur prior to their installation at Fresh Pond Yard or Yard A. 
Overall, operation of the proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts related 
to contaminated materials. 

The changes to the operations of NY AR also would not result in any significant adverse 
impacts related to contaminated materials. Currently, NYAR does not transport hazardous 
materials as part of its operation. IG in the future, NYAR transports these materials, the 
East Side Access Project would have little to no effect on the transport of these materials. 
Most likely these materials would be transferred to the NY AR system at Fresh Pond Yard 
as part of the daily CONRAIL/CSX freight deliveries via the Hell Gate Bridge. From Fresh 
Pond, NY AR would transport any hazardous materials in the same way as they currently 
transport other freight to destinations on Long Island as part of the regular NY AR daily 
freight service. The East Side Access Project would have no effect on this operation. With 
East Side Access, it is possible that NYAR freight cars containing hazardous materials 
could be stored at Blissville instead of Yard A (where they would be stored under the no 
action scenario). 

Under any scenario, if NYAR transports hazardous materials, this activity would be sub
ject to the regulations of the U.S. Department of Transportation ( 49 CFR Parts 7 07, 7 7 7, 
7 72, 7 73, 7 7 4, 7 78, 7 79 and 7 80) pertaining to the transport of these materials. These 
regulations include registration and operating requirements for transporters of hazardous 
materials subject to the Hazardous Materials Regulations issued under the Hazardous 
Materials Transportation Act (HMTA). They set forth procedures to be followed to protect 
worker and public health, as well as requirements for shipper's certification and the 
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methods and protective measures to be used to transport the materials. Specifically, the 
regulations issue requirements for the manifesting, packaging, labeling and placarding the 
materials being transported. They also contain provisions regarding emergency response 
in the event of an accidental spill or release of material as well as worker training. The 
regulations also include specific conditions (Part 174) for the operation of railcars that 
carry hazardous materials. 

E. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Based on the initial sampling effort performed for this EIS, a comprehensive program to sample, 
analyze, delineate, and quantifY contamination within each of the construction areas is under de
velopment and, in one case (Highbridge Yard), nearly complete. Findings Reports will be pre
pared that document the on-site sampling and analytical efforts, and quantify and delineate the 
contamination found. Site-specific CCMPs will be prepared based on the conclusions in the 
Findings Reports. Each CCMP will contain a Sampling and Analytical Plan (SAP) for contami
nated materials to identifY sampling and analytical requirements for materials (soil, ground
water, drums, USTs, and asbestos) encountered during construction (specific to both the cut
and-cover and TBM methods). In addition, the CCMPs will describe the requirements for 
handling, management, treatment, and disposal of contaminated materials encountered during 
construction. In the case of groundwater contamination, containment, treatment, and discharge 
options will be included in the CCMP. All materials leaving the site will require sampling and 
characterization prior to disposal or reuse off-site. The CCMPs will be coordinated with relevant 
local, state, and federal agencies. 

The CCMPs will identifY preliminary requirements for Health and Safety Plans (HASPs) to be 
submitted by each construction contractor prior to commencement of work at the site. The 
HASPs will comply with 29 CFR.1910.120 and will include health and safety requirements re
lated to site-specific environmental conditions at the site. Worker safety issues related to con
struction activities and railroad worker protection will be included in the plans. 

The approach to mitigation of soil and groundwater conditions includes: 

• NYSDEC approvals and/or permits for activities relating to the remediation of oil or haz
ardous substances would be sought. In accordance with regulations governing Inactive 
Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites, the project would be constructed so as not to interfere 
significantly with any proposed or ongoing program to remediate conditions in Sunnyside 
Yard. Construction of the project would not expose public health or the environment to a 
significantly increased threat of harm or damage. 

• If oil contamination were discovered in connection with the project, the requirements of the 
New York State Navigation Law (spill reporting and others) would be followed. 

• For a discussion of stormwater management and handling of any dewatered groundwater, 
see Chapter 15, "Natural Resources." 

• Potentially contaminated soils would be excavated and stockpiled on polyethylene sheeting 
until they could be tested and if necessary, removed for off-site disposal at an appropriate 
facility. Depending on the quantities and locations of contaminated soils, other mitigation 
technologies may be used, such as soil vapor extraction for VOCs and capping for metal 
contamination. Capping would involve reusing soil on-site and covering it with at least 2 
feet of clean soil or other appropriate cap (e.g., paving). 
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• As part of the construction documents and included in the CCMP would be methods to be 
employed should any fuel oil tanks be encountered during construction. They would be 
closed and removed in accordance with state and city regulations, along with any associated 
contaminated soils or separate-phase petroleum. The steps to be followed include removing 
any remaining product and contaminated water, and evacuating any vapors from inside the 
tanks. Tanks would then be cleaned and properly decommissioned, then hoisted from the 
ground for off-site disposaL Vents or pipe runs would also be removed in conjunction with 
the tanks. Soil from around the tank would be sampled to identify contamination, and any 
contaminated soil would be excavated and removed by a certified hauler to an appropriate 
disposal facility. Once contaminated soil has been excavated, soil samples would be 
collected from the sides of the excavated area to confirm all contaminated soil has been 
removed. 

• At locations where construction requires demolition, a comprehensive asbestos survey of 
each structure would be conducted in the safe and accessible areas that includes the sam
pling of all suspect materials to determine the presence or absence of asbestos. Based on the 
findings of the survey, ACMs would be removed in accordance with all local, state, and 
federal regulations. A "notice of asbestos project" would be submitted to EPA ( 40 CFR 
§61.140 et seq) and to the New York State Department of Labor for asbestos removal from 
GCT, or any other location, where asbestos is to be removed in excess of the specified 
amount. 

• Groundwater mitigation would include ongoing monitoring and treatment of water removed 
during dewatering operations, and monitoring the plume of separate-phase PCB-contami
nated oil in Sunnyside Yard to assure there is no migration into the project area. The use of 
low permeability barriers (e.g., slurry walls) during construction (see Chapter 17, "Con
struction and Construction Impacts") would also mitigate contaminated groundwater from 
entering the construction area. NYSDEC dewatering permits (6 NYCRR §602) for the 
operation of wells to withdraw water would be obtained prior to construction activities, 
where required. •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter considers the project's effects on natural resources, organized in two major subsec
tions: the aquatic environment and the terrestrial environment. Aquatic resources evaluated in
clude wetlands, surface water, groundwater, related habitats and life forms associated with 
them, and threatened and endangered species and significant habitats. Terrestrial resources in
clude vegetative habitats (both common and potentially significant) and species associated with 
these habitats including any threatened and endangered species (both plant and animal). The 
chapter begins with a brief overview of the geologic and hydrogeologic (groundwater) setting 
and is followed by an evaluation of existing natural resources and their value, then by an as
sessment of the specific effects on those resources ofboth construction and operation of project 
elements. Finally a discussion of appropriate mitigation measures is presented. 

B. GEOLOGIC AND HYDROGEOLOGIC SETTING 

REGIONAL GEOLOGICAL CONDITIONS 

The Long Island Transportation Corridor (LITC) lies within two distinct geologic regions. Man
hattan and parts of the Bronx are within the Highlands Region. This area, which also includes 
the uplands ofNorthem New Jersey and portions of Connecticut, is characterized by a hilly to 
mountainous terrain, showing the scars of glaciation during the Pleistocene era. The rocky out
crops visible on hillsides and along streams and rivers are mostly ancient gneiss and schist 
(highly metamorphosed sedimentary and igneous rocks). Once buried miles below the earth's 
surface, they were altered during a series of uplift and erosion events that occurred over hun
dreds of millions of years. 

This region contains freshwater lakes, created during glacial advance and retreat, and a network 
of rivers and streams that drain the land and flow towards the Atlantic Ocean. The primary type 
of mature vegetation is the oak-hickory forest, but the area supports a wide variety of vegetative 
communities, depending on elevation, slope, soils, and the presence of water. The portion of the 
LITC within the Highlands Region, however, is almost entirely developed, except in parks and 
other open space areas. The process of development included major changes in topography, so 
that much of the soil covering the area is actually fill. Major surface waters are the Hudson and 
Harlem Rivers; the East River, which is a tidal strait between the Long Island Sound and New 
York Harbor; and Newtown Creek, which divides Brooklyn and Queens as it flows to the East 
River. 

Most of Brooklyn and Queens and all ofNassau and Suffolk Counties are part ofthe Atlantic 
Coastal Plain. This region, which is generally flat or gently sloped, is the result of 100 million 
years of sedimentation on the edge of the continent. When this process began in the late Creta
ceous era, the Atlantic Ocean and river basins flowing to it had generally been formed. Sedi
ments from the eroding Appalachian Mountains traveled down river to the Atlantic Coastal 
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Plain, beginning the formation of the land that exists today. Since then, as glaciers formed and 
then retreated, sea levels rose and fell. These changes brought sands, gravels, and other ma
terials to create a great wedge of sedimentary material in the Atlantic Coastal Plain. This ma
terial consists of layers of sedimentary rock formations that are relatively narrow near land and 
thicker closer to the ocean. 

The resulting geology of the LITC within the Atlantic Coastal Plain consists of three distinct 
formations of sedimentary materials above bedrock, is shallower in the north and western part 
of the LITC and dips deeper toward the southeast. The specific layers are as follows: 

• Upper Pleistocene deposits, the most recent formation and the closest to the surface, were 
created 15,000 years ago when the retreating glaciers deposited sand and gravel in their 
wake. These deposits extend from the surface down about 100 feet to the top of the 
Magothy Formation. 

• Magothy Formation, just below the Upper Pleistocene, was formed in the Cretaceous Age 
(70 to 140 million years ago). This formation, which consists of fluvial and deltaic deposits, 
is composed mainly of mixed layers of sand, silt, and clay, with some gravel. Gravel is also 
present, but limited primarily to the lower strata of the formation. Minerals (e.g., muscovite 
and pyrite) distinguish this formation from the upper glacial deposits, as does lignite, which 
is a signature feature of the Magothy. This formation is several hundred feet thick and con
tains some discontinuous clay layers ("lenses"). 

• Raritan Formation. Beneath the Magothy Formation is a thick layer of clay (frequently 100 
feet or more), which is the upper portion of the Raritan Formation. Below the clay is the 
Lloyd Sand, which consists primarily of fine to coarse-grained sand and gravel, intermixed 
with clay. 

• Bedrock. The bedrock is ancient, from the Precambrian and Paleozoic eras (more than 500 
million years old), and begins deep below the surface (often 1 ,000+ feet). It is composed of 
impermeable schist and gneiss. 

In western Queens, bedrock is significantly shallower (e.g., 60 feet at Yard A). Overlying de
posits are generally glacial. 

Some vegetative communities in the Atlantic Coastal Plain are similar to those of the Highlands, 
but several are distinct, particularly the pine barrens communities that grow on well-drained, in
fertile, sandy soils, and contain, among others, dwarf species. Major surface waters are the Long 
Island Sound and Atlantic Ocean. Fresh water resources are relatively rare, but there are four 
river basins, including the Connetquot, Carmans, Peconic, and Nissequogue, and a number of 
fresh water wetlands associated with the rivers, as well as those that form in low-lying areas 
atop impermeable soils, such as clay. These latter wetlands are fed by overland runoff and 
groundwater. 

Although Long Island is considerably less densely developed than New York City, substantial 
sections have been graded, filled, and landscaped to form suburban communities. Many remain
ing open areas are farms. Others are natural resources including some of significant quality, 
such as the South Shore and Peconic Estuaries; valleys of the Peconic and Carmans Rivers, 
which have been designated as wild and scenic rivers by the New York State Department of En
vironmental Conservation (NYSDEC); the pine barrens vegetative communities in eastern Suf
folk County; and the Wertheim and Sea tuck national wildlife refuges. In addition, a number of 
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state and county parks have been dedicated to conservation and preservation of natural resources 
on Long Island. 

REGIONAL HYDROGEOLOGY AND GROUNDWATER QUALITY 

MANHATTAN AND THE BRONX 

Groundwater is not a major resource of the LITC in the Highlands Region. Very little is found 
either above the rock or within fractures in the rock, and it is insufficient as a source of water 
supply. All potable water in Manhattan and the Bronx comes from a system of upstate reser
voirs. Groundwater quality is variable, but frequently poor, as it has been altered by more than 
a century of contamination by industrial uses. However, it is never used for potable supply and 
only to a limited extent for non-potable uses, such as car washes. 

LONG ISLAND INCLUDING BROOKLYN AND QUEENS 

The sand, silt, and gravel within the Upper Pleistocene deposits and the Magothy and Raritan 
Formations form the aquifers through which groundwater flows. These three aquifers are as fol
lows: the upper glacial aquifer in the Upper Pleistocene deposit, the Magothy aquifer, and the 
Lloyd aquifer in the Lloyd Sand portion of the Raritan Formation. The thick layer of Raritan 
Clay forms a boundary between the Magothy and Lloyd aquifers. The bedrock beneath the 
Lloyd aquifer is the lower boundary of Long Island's groundwater system. Groundwater can 
flow between the upper glacial and Magothy aquifers in most areas, except near the South Shore 
of Long Island, where local clay layers separate the aquifers. The two aquifers are sometimes re
garded as a single system due to this hydraulic interconnection. 

Groundwater flows generally north and south away from a regional groundwater divide located 
near the center of Long Island. Groundwater recharge to the deeper portion of the Magothy and 
Lloyd aquifers occurs in the vicinity of the regional groundwater divide, where groundwater 
flows vertically downward (i.e., it has a downward vertical hydraulic gradient). The ground
water flow direction becomes more horizontal with increasing distance from the divide. The 
groundwater ultimately discharges to streams and creeks near the shoreline and into the sur
rounding bays and Long Island Sound to the north or the Atlantic Ocean to the south. 

In general, the quality of the groundwater on Long Island in the shallow upper aquifer (either the 
Upper Pleistocene or the upper portion of the Magothy) has been affected by numerous sources 
of contaminants, including leaking underground storage tanks, disposal of liquid industrial 
wastes into floor drains connected to dry wells, or into septic systems in the unsewered portions 
of Long Island. Most public drinking water supply wells on Long Island, however, draw water 
from deep in the Magothy aquifer, often at depths greater than 500 feet. As a result, the public 
water supply wells generally meet drinking water standards without the need for treatment. In 
certain areas of Long Island, however, regional contamination of the shallow groundwater has 
affected deeper groundwater quality. In these areas, public water suppliers have installed water 
treatment systems to remove contamination so that the water quality meets the federal and state 
drinking water standards. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designated the 
Long Island aquifer as a sole source aquifer, concluding that the system is the "principal source 
of drinking water" to the people of Long Island, and "if contaminated, would create a significant 
hazard to public health." (For more information, see the discussion below in section C under 
"Groundwater.") 
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Nassau and Suffolk Counties rely entirely on groundwater for potable water supply. All of 
Brooklyn and most of Queens are served by New York City's system, which comes from upstate 
reservoirs. Some of southeastern Queens still relies on the aquifer as its source of potable water 
supply, but none of the project sites are in this area. 

C. REGULATIONS THAT DETERMINE RESOURCE DEFINITIONS, 
PERMITS, AND IMPACT THRESHOLDS 

A number of federal and state agencies have jurisdiction over elements of the aquatic and terres
trial environment. Charged with protecting these resources and regulating the circumstances of 
their use and potential disturbance, these agencies include EPA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engi
neers (ACOE), the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOl), the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), NYSDEC, the New York State Department of State (NYSDOS), and the New 
York City Department ofEnvironmental Protection (NYCDEP). The regulations that pertain to 
the natural resources analyses for the East Side Access project are discussed below. These in
clude regulations covering wetlands, surface water, groundwater, and ecologically sensitive 
areas. 

WETLANDS 

In general terms, wetlands are lands that are at least periodically saturated with or covered by 
water. They are transitional lands between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table 
is usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water. While there are many 
types of wetlands distinguished by specific ecological characteristics, there are two fundamental 
wetland types: tidal and freshwater. Freshwater wetlands have no saline inputs, whereas tidal 
wetlands are regularly submerged by a salt water body. Wetlands are a valuable resource since 
they can be essential to breeding, rearing, and feeding grounds for many species of fish and 
wildlife. They may also perform flood protection and pollution control functions. 

Freshwater and tidal wetlands in New York State are regulated both by ACOE and NYSDEC. 
ACOE regulates freshwater wetlands pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 CFR 
Part 230), regardless of size. NYSDEC regulates freshwater wetlands that are 12.4 acres or 
larger, or, if the freshwater wetlands have unusual local importance, under their permit authority 
(6 New York Codes, Rules, and Regulations [NYCRR] Part 663). NYSDEC also regulates a 
protective buffer zone around the freshwater wetland, called the "adjacent area." The regulated 
adjacent area is 100 feet from the wetland boundary. State freshwater wetlands are depicted on 
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle base maps. 

Tidal wetlands are also regulated by NYSDEC and the ACOE. NYSDEC's regulatory authority 
is contained in 6 NYCRR Part 661, and the ACOE's regulatory authority is contained in 33 CFR 
Part 330. In addition to tidal wetland resources, within New York City limits, NYSDEC regu
lates a protective adjacent area, which extends 150 feet from the regulated wetland boundary. 
As defined by 6 NYCRR Part 661.4(b)(l)(ii), if there is a functional and substantial fabricated 
structure that lies generally parallel to the landward-most tidal wetland boundary and that is a 
minimum of I 00 feet in length, as measured generally parallel to such landward-most boundary, 
the seaward edge of this structure may represent the limit of the regulated wetlands and adjacent 
area. State tidal wetlands are depicted on aerial photographs. 

Activities within the wetlands and buffer areas cannot be undertaken without a permit from 
ACOE or NYSDEC, as relevant. In general, permission to disturb, fill, or otherwise remove a 
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wetland itself can only be granted if there is no feasible alternative to avoid such action and if 
appropriate mitigation, such as replacement wetlands in another location, can be agreed upon. 
Activities in the wetland buffer areas are limited to those types of development that would not 
change natural drainage systems or require removal of vegetative cover. However, New York 
State's Public Authorities Law exempts MTA from the need to obtain state wetlands permits on 
sites previously in transportation use where the general character of the prior transportation use 
at that site will not change. 

SURFACE WATER 

Activities in and discharges to surface waters are controlled by federal, state, and local agencies 
through a number of permits and approvals, reflecting legislation and regulations promulgated 
at all levels of government. The State of New York classifies water quality for its surface water 
resources, issues permits for discharge to surface waters; identifies and protects wild, scenic, 
and recreational rivers; and oversees the state's coastal zone management program. At the 
federal level, a number of programs address activities in navigable waters and protect the envi
ronment of these waters. New York City regulates discharges to its sewer system, which then 
discharges to surface water bodies under the aegis of New York State. Nassau and Suffolk 
Counties maintain several additional programs for the protection of Long Island's resources. 
Those programs that are relevant to this project are discussed below. 

NEW YORK STATE 

State Water Quality Classifications 

The federal Clean Water Act establishes objectives to provide "fishable and swimmable waters 
for the enjoyment of all." To this end, NYSDEC has a system of use classifications and dis
charge standards as defined under 6 NYCRR Part 701. Use classifications are assigned to the 
state's water bodies to set attainment goals, but they do not necessarily indicate existing water 
quality conditions. For example, by classifying waters as SA (with "S" representing saline 
waters and "A" the highest classification), NYSDEC has set a management goal to achieve 
water quality capable of supporting shellfish harvesting. 

The water quality classifications are shown in Table 15-1. All of these water quality classifica
tions exist in waters close to portions of the project sites. The higher water quality classifica
tions makes some waters more sensitive than others to pollutant loadings due to the standards 
required to meet their intended uses. 

Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers System 

Article 15, Section 15-2701 of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law (ECL), the 
Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers System, authorizes NYSDEC to protect the outstanding 
natural, scenic, historic, ecological, and recreational resources of certain designated river corri
dors. Corridors are designated as "wild, scenic, or recreational." The implementing regulations 
are set forth in 6 NYCRR Part 666. 

New York State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) 

Under the Clean Water Act, EPA has delegated to NYSDEC regulation of discharges into sur
face water bodies. Prior to a discharge of waste water (industrial waste water, sanitary waste 
water, or storm water), a State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit must 
be obtained from NYSDEC. A storm water pollution prevention plan must be prepared to obtain 
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Table 15-1 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Surface Water Quality Classifications 

Class Best Usage of Waters 

N Fresh- enjoyment of water in its natural condition and, where compatible, as a 
source of water for drinking or culinary purposes, bathing, fishing, fish propa-

I cation and recreation. 

AA-S Fresh- a source of water supply for drinking, culinary or food processing pur-
poses; primary and secondary contact recreation; and fishing. The waters shall 
be suitable for fish propagation and survival. 

A-S, Fresh- a source of water supply for drinking, culinary or food processing pur-
AA,or poses; primary and secondary contact recreation; and fishing. The waters shall 

A be suitable for fish propagation and survival. This classification may be given to 
those waters that, if subjected to approved disinfection treatment, with addi-
tiona I treatment if necessary to remove naturally present impurities, meet or will 
meet New York State Department of Health drinking water standards and are or 
will be considered safe and satisfactory for drinking water purposes. 

B Fresh -primary and secondary contact recreation and fishing. These waters 
shall be suitable for fish propagation and survival. 

c Fresh- fishing. These waters shall be suitable for fish propagation and survival. 
The water quality shall be suitable for primary and secondary contact recrea-
tion althouah other factors may limit the use for these purposes. 

0 Fresh- fishing. Due to such natural conditions as intermittent flow, water condi-
tions not conducive to propagation of game fishery, or stream bed conditions, 
the waters will not support fish propagation. These waters shall be suitable for 
fish survival. The water quality shall be suitable for primary and secondary con-
tact recreation, althouah other factors may limit the use for these _QUI"Qoses. 

SA Saline - shellfishing for market purposes and primary and secondary contact 
recreation. 

SB Saline - primary and secondary contact recreation and any other use except 
shellfishing for market purposes. 

sc Saline- fishing, fish propagation, primary and secondary contact recreational-
though other factors may limit the use for that purpose. 

I Saline - secondary contact recreation and any other uses except primary con-
tact recreation and shellfishing for market purposes. 

so Saline -fish survival. 

the SPDES permit. The pollution prevention plan describes the storm water collection system, 
the volume of storm water, the rate of discharge, and the measures that are implemented to pre
vent pollutants from contaminating the storm water. In New York City, all sanitary waste water 
is discharged into the municipal sewer system, which is operated by NYCDEP. NYCDEP has 
SPDES permits for its discharges and limits the materials that can be disposed of in the New 
York City sewer system. If storm water is discharged into the combined sewers, NYCDEP regu
lates the volume and rate of storm water discharge, and the types and concentrations of 
pollutants. 

In addition, separate SPDES permits are also required for projects that disturb more than 5 acres 
ofland at one time during construction. These construction-related SPDES permits cover the is
sues associated with construction, such as those related to dredging and filling, dewatering, and 
discharge, as well as storm water and erosion control planning. 

15-6 



Chapter 15: Natural Resources 

Coastal Zone Management 

The Federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972, established to support and protect 
the distinctive character of the waterfront, set forth standard policies for reviewing proposed de
velopment projects along coastlines. New York State Department of State (NYSDOS) adminis
ters the program at the state level and New York City Department of City Planning (NYCDCP) 
administers it in New York City. The program includes 44 statewide policies for waterfront pro
tection and improvement and 12 policies specifically for New York City. Coastal policies and 
the project's consistency with these are discussed in Chapter 16, "Coastal Zone Management." 

FEDERAL JURISDICTION OF SURFACE WATERS 

Activities in Navigable Waters 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 gives ACOE jurisdiction over any structure 
in navigable waters. Section 10 requires a permit for construction of structures (such as piers 
and bulkheads) on or affecting navigable waters of the United States. For the permit to be is
sued, the project must not obstruct or alter navigable waters, present a significant adverse effect 
on the aquatic environment, or result in violations of water quality criteria. In addition, the 
project must result in public good. To the extent that the proposed project would result in the 
installation or rehabilitation ofbulkhead in a navigable water (e.g., the East River), it would be 
subject to ACOE review. 

National Estuary Program 

The 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act established a National Estuary Program. In 1988, 
Congress added the Peconic Estuary on Long Island to the priority list, and in 1991 the Peconic 
Estuary was officially approved as one of the nation's estuary programs. A Draft Comprehen
sive Conservation and Management Plan for the estuary was released in September 1999. 
Preparation of the plan was under the direction of the Suffolk County Department of Health Ser
vices, with financial and technical assistance from EPA and NYSDEC. There are many elements 
to the plan, but the foremost objective is to protect and restore ecologically the waters and adja
cent coastal lands between the North and South Forks of eastern Long Island. The estuary fea
tures significant maritime resources and is home to many plant and animal species, including 
several nationally and locally threatened and endangered plants and animals. Moreover, the 
popularity of the region's ecological, cultural, and economic assets has generated an increase in 
both year-round and seasonal residents in recent years, with the result being increased pressure 
on the area's natural resources and water quality. In an attempt to preserve unique areas of open 
space, beaches, creeks, woodlands, and wetlands of this area, the Peconic Estuary Program de
lineates Critical Natural Resource Areas (CNRAs) to ensure that sensitive ecosystems are pro
tected from the impacts of development. 

CNRAs are geographically specific locations that currently have significant biodiversity and 
often require an extra level of protection to preserve their unique characteristics. In many cases, 
these areas are presently threatened by development or uses that could degrade their quality by 
jeopardizing habitat reproducing areas, feeding grounds, high concentrations of co-dependent 
species, or healthy natural coastal communities. CNRAs are also defined as deep water zones 
in excess of 3 meters, shallow water zones that remain submerged throughout the tidal cycle, 
shoreline zones periodically inundated by tides, freshwater wetlands, rivers and ponds, and ter
restrial zones. 
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Floodplains 

Storm water is conveyed to a receiving water via the land's drainage system. An important com
ponent of this system is the floodplain, or the area low enough to hold flood waters during large 
storms. When the banks of rivers or streams overflow during a storm, the wide, flat floodplain 
spreads the water, reducing its velocity and force. The floodplain permits the water to flow more 
slowly to the stream or river and, in some cases, its vegetation removes pollutants. Thus, it is a 
very important element in protecting water resources. 

Regulated floodplain areas have been defined by FEMA and include areas that flood during 
storms that have a 1 percent chance of occurring in any given year, which is equivalent to a like
lihood of occurring once every 100 years (100-year storm). FEMA also maps the 500-year 
floodplains, but these are not regulated. Federal regulations require an analysis of impacts and 
options to avoid floodplain encroachment. FEMA has responsibility for mapping and regulating 
floodplain areas. Federal regulations stipulate that in the case of a "significant encroachment" 
on the floodplain by a proposed project, a finding of an "only practicable alternative" is re
quired. While a project is permitted to encroach on the 1 00-year floodplain, this encroachment 
may not be significant. In addition to federal requirements, NYSDEC Environmental Conserva
tion Law regulations (6 NYCRR Part 502) require state agencies contemplating projects in the 
floodplain to consider the effect of these actions individually as well as cumulatively with other 
projects in the vicinity. In New York City, Local Law 33 of 1988 regulates building in the 100-
year floodplain. In all cases, habitable structures must be flood-proofed or raised above the 100-
year floodplain. 

GROUNDWATER 

In addition to the surface waters that could be affected by the project, the project areas in Long 
Island are located above an important groundwater resource. All of Long Island (including 
Brooklyn and Queens) is located above EPA-designated sole source aquifers. The aquifers sup
ply all of the drinking water for Long Island and are vital to all of Long Island outside ofNew 
York City. In New York City, limited portions of the aquifer in southeastern Queens (away from 
the project areas) are used for drinking. In addition, the New York City Parks Department has 
applied non-potable groundwater for irrigation in parks in Queens. Groundwater beneath Man
hattan and the Bronx is not used for drinking or non-potable purposes, and is not an issue with 
this project. The groundwater under Manhattan and the Bronx is contained in igneous and meta
morphic rocks, and is not connected to the groundwater under Queens and Brooklyn, which is 
contained in sediments. 

In 1978, EPA designated the Long Island aquifer as a sole source aquifer (Federal Register, 43, 
June 21, 1978), concluding that the system is the "principal source of drinking water" to the peo
ple of Long Island, and "if contaminated, would create a significant hazard to public health." As 
a result, federally funded projects must be reviewed by EPA to ensure that they do not adversely 
impact groundwater. This designation is made pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act, Section 
14-24(e). 

Nine Special Groundwater Protection Areas (SGPAs) are located within Nassau and Suffolk 
Counties. These SGP As were designated by the Long Island Regional Planning Board, which 
was authorized by the State ofNew York (pursuant to Article 55 of the Environmental Conser
vation Law) to prepare the SGPA plan as a supplement to the Board's 1978 Regional208 Study. 
The SGPA plan was completed in 1992 and certified by the commissioner ofNYSDEC in April 

15-8 



Chapter 15: Natural Resources 

1993. Plans for each area define various zones with appropriate management polices. The 
SGP As are usually located in largely undeveloped or sparsely developed areas of Long Island 
that provide recharge to portions of the deep flow aquifer system. Groundwater protection in 
these areas requires avoidance or minimization of the impacts from land use activities that can 
have potentially harmful effects on groundwater. Although specific sources of pollutant 
loadings vary within the SGP As, there are a number of similar issues including protection 
against contaminants that exceed the natural filtering ability of soils, and impacts from agricul
tural and recreational uses on the land, and the use and disposition of consumer projects. The 
SGPA maps reflect a range of policy recommendations dealing with land use categories, acqui
sitions, and other techniques needed to preserve these groundwater recharge areas. 

ECOLOGICALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 

Significant or unique habitats and landforms are regulated by NYSDEC, NYSDOS, and local 
authorities. Areas such as wetlands, groundwater recharge areas or primary aquifers, or habitats 
critical to spawning offish and animal populations must be given close examination. The quali
ty, rarity, human use, and wildlife of such areas will dictate the severity of potential impacts and 
the level of required mitigation, if necessary. 

CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS 

NYSDEC has the authority to designate Critical Environmental Areas. These areas have unique 
ecological and environmental characteristics that are worthy of special protection. A project that 
would affect a Critical Environmental Area is required to be given detailed analysis of the po
tential impacts on natural resources and those characteristics. In New York City, the only Criti
cal Environmental Areas are Jamaica Bay, its tributaries and tidal wetlands. The East Side Ac
cess Project is not located near Jamaica Bay, and does not affect any Critical Environmental 
Areas in New York City. Numerous Critical Environmental Areas exist on Long Island. Any 
Critical Environmental Areas near the potential Long Island yard sites are described in the dis
cussions of those sites. 

SIGNIFICANT COASTAL FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITATS 

NYSDOS has designated Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats in New York State un
der 6 NYCRR Part 600. These habitats have been evaluated and rated by NYSDOS in coopera
tion with NYSDEC, and have to be "protected, preserved, and where practical, restored so as to 
maintain their viability as habitats." None of the New York City project sites are located near 
any of the designated Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats. Numerous Significant 
Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats exist on Long Island. The increased train service along 
existing routes would not have any potential effects on these areas. Any Significant Coastal Fish 
and Wildlife Habitats near the potential Long Island yard sites are described in the discussions 
of those sites. 

As part of the designation of these important areas, habitat area narratives and accompanying 
maps constitute a record describing the basis for these designations, and provide specific infor
mation regarding the fish and wildlife resources that depend on each designated habitat area. 
General information is also provided to assist in evaluating the effects of proposed activities on 
features that are essential to the viability of the habitats. This information is used in a habitat im
pairment test. This test must be met for any activity that is subject to consistency review under 
federal and state laws, or under applicable local laws. Under the habitat impairment test, "land 
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and water uses or development shall not be undertaken if such actions would destroy the habitat, 
or significantly impair the viability of a habitat." 

Habitat destruction is defined as the loss of fish or wildlife use through direct physical altera
tion, disturbance, or pollution of a designated area, or through the indirect effects of these ac
tions on a designated area. Habitat destruction may be indicated by changes in vegetation, sub
strate, or hydrology, or increases in runoff, erosion, sedimentation, or pollutants. 

Significant impairment is defined as a reduction in vital resources (e.g., food, shelter, living 
space) or change in environmental conditions (e.g., temperature, substrate, salinity) beyond the 
tolerance range of an organism. Indicators of a significantly impaired habitat focus on ecological 
alterations and may include, but are not limited to: reduced carrying capacity, changes in com
munity structure (food chain relationships, species diversity), reduced productivity and/or in
creased incidence of disease and mortality. 

The tolerance range of an organism is not defined as the physiological range of conditions be
yond which a species will not survive at all, but the ecological range of conditions that supports 
the species population or has the potential to support a restored population, where practical. 
Either the loss of individuals through an increase in emigration or an increase in death rate indi
cates that the tolerance range of an organism has been exceeded. An abrupt increase in mortality 
may occur as environmental factors fall beyond a tolerance limit. Many environmental factors, 
however, do not have sharply defined tolerance limits, but produce increasing emigration or 
mortality rates with increasing departure from conditions optimal for the species. Examples of 
generic activities and impacts that could destroy or significantly impair habitats are listed in the 
habitat designation reports. 

RARE, ENDANGERED, THREATENED, OR SPECIAL CONCERN SPECIES 

As part of the 197 4 Endangered Species Act, several categories of federal status for plants and 
animals were created by the DOl, Fish and Wildlife Service. The regulations for the designa
tions are contained in 50 CFR 17. Plants and animals can be listed as endangered or threatened, 
thereby receiving protection under federal law. Picking, damaging or destroying any protected 
plants on property not owned by the individual is illegal. Likewise, hunting, importing, ex
porting, or possessing protected animals is illegal. Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act, any federal agency that is sponsoring or assisting a project must coordinate with DOl for 
a determination of impacts on protected plants and animals. 

Under New York State Environmental Conservation Law, NYSDEC maintains a list of plant 
and animal species that are considered rare, endangered, threatened, or of special concern. The 
regulations for the designations are contained in 6 NYCRR Parts 182 and 193. The classifi
cations are slightly different for plants and animals. Plants can be considered endangered, 
threatened, rare, or vulnerable, while animals can be endangered, threatened, or of special con
cern. The state designations provide legal protection for endangered, threatened, or rare species; 
the designations of"vulnerable" and "special concern" do not provide legal protection. Picking, 
damaging, or destroying any protected plants on property not owned by the individual is illegal. 
Likewise, hunting, importing, exporting, or possessing protected animals is illegal. 
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D. AQUATIC AND GROUNDWATER ENVIRONMENT 

The natural aquatic and groundwater environment of the LITC and the specific areas directly af
fected by the East Side Access Project vary widely in condition and in potential for impact. The 
methodology for analysis and results of the assessment of existing conditions, future conditions 
common to all alternatives, and potential impacts of project alternatives on aquatic and ground
water resources are discussed below. The existing terrestrial resources (including vegetation and 
wildlife) and the project alternatives' effects on those resources are discussed in the next section 
of this chapter (section E). 

METHODOLOGY 

ASSESSMENT APPROACH 

The investigation focused on those locations where the project alternatives would involve con
struction or operational activities with the potential to result in adverse impacts. These areas in
clude Grand Central Terminal (GCT) and the Manhattan tunnel alignment, the Sunnyside Yard/ 
Yard A area (Queens), Blissville Yard (Queens), Maspeth Yard (Queens), Fresh Pond Yard 
(Queens), and Highbridge Yard (Bronx). In addition, the seven sites being assessed in this 
F£15 as potential rail storage sites on Long Island are considered (for more information on 
these sites, see Chapter 2). Effects of project alternatives on each of the aquatic resources de
scribed above in section C were assessed, as appropriate. To establish the existing conditions in 
the study area and baseline data for the assessment, the following research was completed: 

• Identification of wetlands within the study areas. United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
Watershed Maps, NYSDEC freshwater and tidal wetlands maps, and DOl National Wet
lands Inventory (NWI) maps were consulted to identify specific wetlands and waters within 
the area. ACOE was contacted for the New York City sites to establish the need for any per
mits or consultation required for the implementation of the project. 

• Review of water quality conditions using New York State Best Use Classifications and 
NYCDEP Harbor Water Quality Surveys, which document current and historic water and 
sediment quality conditions for the New York Harbor Area. 

• Determination of floodplain encroachment in any of the study areas by reviewing Flood In
surance Rate Maps from FEMA. 

• Review of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) maps of navigable 
waters for the water bodies with potential to be affected. 

• Review of database records for the project study areas from NYSDEC's Natural Heritage 
Program (NHP), NYSDEC's Significant Habitat and Endangered Species units, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, NYSDOS, and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 
Each of these agencies were contacted to determine if they had records of rare and endan
gered species being present on the project site or if rare and endangered species could be 
affected by the project. Copies of the correspondence are provided in the natural resources 
appendix. 

• Field observations of the New York City sites were conducted in 1999. At the Long Island 
yard sites evaluated in this F£15, the sites were not available for visual inspection or field 
surveys. Therefore, these sites were observed, where possible, from their perimeters, and 
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aerial photographs of the sites were inspected. Data were also gathered from a number of 
sources including NYSDEC documents and local environmental impact statements. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NEW YORK CITY PROJECT SITES 

All of the New York City project sites are within developed areas. Water bodies located near 
one or more of the project sites include the East River (63rd Street Tunnel, Sunnyside Yard, 
Yard A/Arch Street Yard, Blissville Yard); Newtown Creek (Sunnyside Yard, Yard A, Blissville 
Yard, Maspeth Yard); Dutch Kills (Sunnyside Yard, Yard A, Blissville Yard); Maspeth Creek 
(Maspeth Yard); and the Harlem River (Highbridge Yard). Fresh Pond Yard is not near a surface 
water body. The surface waters are briefly described below. 

The completed 63rd Street Tunnel lies beneath the East River just north of the Queensboro 
Bridge. The East River separates Manhattan from Queens, extending from the Upper New York 
Bay at the southern edge of Manhattan to the southern end of the Long Island Sound in northern 
Queens. Roosevelt Island divides the East River into the West Channel and East Channel. The 
East River is classified by NYSDEC as a Class I water. The best recreational usages of a Class 
I water, as determined by NYSDEC in accordance with the considerations prescribed by the 
Environmental Conservation Law, 6 NYCRR Part 701.10-710.14, are secondary contact recrea
tion and fishing (see Table 15-1, above). Secondary contact recreation involves recreational ac
tivities where contact with the water is limited, such as boating. Class I waters are also suitable 
for fish propagation and survival. The Harlem River, which separates Manhattan from the 
Bronx, extends from the Hudson River at the northern tip of Manhattan to where it meets the 
East River at the southern end of Wards Island. It is also classified by NYSDEC as a Class I 
saline surface water. 

The groundwater under Manhattan and the Bronx is not generally used. A true aquifer does not 
exist in the bedrock under Manhattan or much of the Bronx. Tests of the groundwater have 
shown that it is not suitable for use as drinking water. The groundwater under Manhattan and 
the Bronx has not been given a water quality classification. However, in New York State, all 
groundwater is considered to Class GA (drinking water) unless otherwise classified. Therefore, 
the groundwater is considered to be Class GA even though it is generally not potable. 

Newtown Creek is located east of the East River, and serves as the boundary between Queens 
and Brooklyn. Dutch Kills is a small branch of Newtown Creek which terminates approximately 
400 feet south of Sunnyside Yard. Maspeth Creek is also a small branch ofNewtown Creek, ter
minating approximately 400 feet southwest of Maspeth Yard. Newtown Creek, Dutch Kills, and 
Maspeth Creek are classified by NYSDEC as Class SD saline surface waters. The best usage of 
a Class SD water is fishing. It is suitable for fish survival but not fish propagation, and does not 
meet the requirements for either primary or secondary contact recreation. 

No significant or unique habitats were identified in any of the New York City project sites 
during the request for information from the various agencies regulating critical habitats and en
dangered species, and none of the proposed project areas is on NYSDEC's Critical Environ
mental Areas list, last updated in June 1999. The project sites are not close to any of the 15 Sig
nificant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats in New York City. 
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Grand Central Terminal and Manhattan Alignment 

The only existing natural resource that would be affected by the project in Manhattan would be 
groundwater. No known organisms are found in the bedrock. The tunnels do not have any sur
face expression. The ventilation shafts and substations would be located in existing structures 
or below existing paved streets and sidewalks. As discussed above, no true aquifer exists in the 
Manhattan bedrock, but groundwater could be found in the area where new tunnels are planned. 

Sunnyside Yard and Yard A 

Sunnyside Yard is located more than I ,000 feet from the East River (Class I) and Newtown 
Creek (Class SD), but is approximately 400 feet from the north end of Dutch Kills. Develop
ment and streets lie between the yard and this waterbody. Yard A/Arch Street Yard is not close 
to a surface water resource. However, a drainage system serving the yards discharges to Dutch 
Kills as well as to the city sewer system, and a portion of this area is included in the I 00- and 
500-year floodplain (see Figure 15-1). Newtown Creek and Dutch Kills generally do not attain 
the goals of their water quality classifications. Few aquatic species are known to exist in New
town Creek or Dutch Kills because of the high level of pollution. 

In Sunnyside Yard, no wetland indicator species were observed during the site inspection. Soil 
borings taken from April to July 1999 indicate moist soils with groundwater at 7 to 12 feet be
low grade. One potential wetland area was noted along the northeast boundary of Yard A adja
cent to the offsite industrial buildings. Phragmites and cottonwood predominated in this region. 
Soil borings installed in April 1999 showed this area to have a relatively shallow depth to 
groundwater, approximately 2 to 4 feet below grade. This pocket oflowland was small, approxi
mately 3,000 to 5,000 square feet in area, and was not examined for hydric soils. This small, 
linear depression most likely receives surface runoff that cannot drain fully because of the shal
low groundwater table. It has low value as a potential wetland resource and does not provide any 
sensitive habitat or ecological function. 

Blissvi/le Yard 

Blissville Yard lies within the coastal zone approximately 300 feet southeast of Dutch Kills 
(Class SD) and 200 feet northeast of Newtown Creek (Class SD). Most of the site is within the 
100- and 500-year floodplains (see Figure 15-2). However, the land between the yard and the 
water bodies is developed and industrial. Stormwater from the yard area both percolates into the 
ground and runs off by overland flow to local sewers. The yard is now abandoned and mostly 
vegetated. No species indicative of wetlands were observed. The depth to groundwater was re
corded by the USGS as less than 10 feet below grade. Dutch Kills and Newtown Creek generally 
do not attain the goals of their water quality classification. Few aquatic species are known to 
exist in Dutch Kills or Newtown Creek because of the high level of pollution. 

Maspeth Yard 

Maspeth Yard lies north of the end of Maspeth Creek (Class SD) and the majority of its area is 
within the coastal zone. However, it is not in a mapped floodplain, and its surfaces drain to local 
sewers or recharge to the ground. The yard therefore has at most a very minimal relationship to 
this surface water body. The yard is developed and mostly without vegetation. Some pioneer 
species can be found in little-used areas of the yard. No wetland indicator species were ob
served. Monitoring well data collected in May 1999 indicated the depth to groundwater as 8 to 
15 feet below 'grade, and hydrology at this site did not indicate wetlands. Maspeth Creek 
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generally does not attain the goals of its water quality classification. Few aquatic species are 
known to exist in Maspeth Creek because of the high level of pollution. 

Fresh Pond Yard 

Fresh Pond Yard is not near a surface water body and is not within a mapped floodplain. No 
wetland species were observed during the site inspection. The site is characterized by dry, sandy 
soil and gravel. The depth to groundwater was recorded by the USGS as 10 to 20 feet below 
grade, and the hydrology at the site did not indicate wetlands. 

Highbridge Yard 

Highbridge Yard is situated on the east bank of the Harlem River in the coastal zone, approxi
mately % mile south of the Alexander Hamilton Bridge. The entire yard is within either the 
mapped 100- or 500-year floodplain (see Figure 15-3). Storm water from the yard is currently 
discharged directly into the Harlem River. The Harlem River is Class I and generally meets the 
goals of this water quality classification. 

The Harlem River is designated by NYSDEC as a littoral zone of a tidal wetland (that portion 
of a tidal water that is shallow enough to let sunlight penetrate to the land on the bottom). The 
biological importance (i.e., the contribution to marine food production) oflittoral zones varies 
greatly, although typically little vegetation grows in these zones because of the high turbidity of 
the waters. An existing riprap wall running north and south along the shoreline separates the 
Harlem River from Highbridge Yard. A site reconnaissance was conducted and the wall appears 
to be functional. According to NYSDEC regulations, this riprap wall limits their jurisdiction and 
ends the adjacent area of the tidal wetlands. 

One potential freshwater wetland area was noted east of the yard boundaries, along the wall of 
the Major Deegan Expressway. Phragmites predominated in this small region, which was ap
proximately 1,000 to 3,000 square feet and was not examined for hydric soils. This small, linear 
depression most likely receives surface runoff from the Major Deegan Expressway, with a shal
low groundwater table preventing total drainage, as occurs elsewhere on-site. It has low value 
as a potential wetland resource and does not provide any sensitive habitat or ecological function. 

Soil borings installed at Highbridge Yard in April 1999 indicate groundwater 6 to 8 feet below 
grade. 

The Harlem River is populated by a number of aquatic species. It has a relatively low value as 
a residential fish habitat, but it does serve as a migratory route from the Hudson River to the 
Long Island Sound and East River. Striped bass, shad, bluefish, and American eel use the 
Harlem River during their seasonal migrations. Conditions in the river that limit utilization by 
fish at various times of the year include swift currents, lack of protected habitats, and lack of 
food sources. The swift currents scour the bottom and prevent accumulation of sediment, thus 
limiting the bottom community on which fish feed. The few soft bottom communities present 
along the edges of the river are not highly productive. The lack of shallow water habitat and the 
swift currents limit the population of forage fish. According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser
vice, the shortnosed sturgeon, an endangered species, is found in the Hudson River, with which 
the Harlem River connects. 
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LONG ISLAND YARD SITES 

As discussed above, three aquifers are located under much of Queens and all of Long Island. 
The uppermost of the aquifers is used in southern Queens for watering lawns and car washing. 
The two lower aquifers are the sole source of drinking water on Long Island, but are only used 
to a limited extent in southeastern Queens. The upper aquifer is often separated from the lower 
two aquifers by a lens of sediment ( aquitard) that limits the interconnectedness of the aquifers. 
However, the aquitard is frequently punctured or missing and some groundwater does make its 
way from the upper, non-potable, aquifer to the two lower potable aquifers. 

Cerro Wire Site 

There are no streams, water bodies, or mapped wetlands on or near the site and the site does not 
fall within the I 00-year floodplain. The site is not in a designated Special Groundwater Protec
tion Area. Groundwater at the site, as elsewhere on Long Island, is protected pursuant to the 
Safe Drinking Water Act and county regulations. 

Babylon Site 

Just west of the yard site, Sampwams Creek passes beneath the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) 
tracks and Route 23I, flowing south to the Great South Bay. The creek is one of a number of 
South Shore Estuary coastal tributaries to the Great South Bay. It is designated by NYSDEC as 
a Class C fresh surface water. The best use of Class C waters is primary and secondary contact 
recreation (although other factors may limit its use for these purposes), as well as fish propaga
tion and survival. The westernmost portion of the site, in close proximity to the stream, is within 
the I 00-year floodplain and may be partly within a mapped NYSDEC freshwater wetland. The 
Babylon site is located in the coastal zone. 

Farther south, the creek becomes tidal, and portions of the creek are designated as a Critical 
Environmental Area by the Town of Babylon. Sampwams and the other creeks of the Great 
South Bay provide important freshwater input to the estuarine environment of the bay. General
ly, these creeks are short in length, with small watersheds, and they support important finfish, 
shellfish, and avian habitats. The lower tidal portion of Sampwams Creek is known to possess 
herring populations. 

The Babylon site is not in an SGP A. Groundwater at the site is protected pursuant to the Federal 
Safe Drinking Water Act as well as county regulations. 

Yaphank East Site 

Just east of the Yaphank East site is the Carmans River. One of the major streams on Long 
Island, along with the Peconic River, the Carmans River is a major freshwater contributor to 
Bellport Bay and the larger Great South Bay. This upper reach of the Carmans River is desig
nated as a Class C fresh surface water by NYSDEC. As noted above, the best use of Class C 
waters is fishing and these waters are intended to be suitable for fish propagation and survival. 
The water quality shall also be suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation, although 
other factors may limit the use for these purposes. 

A broad corridor along the river is designated as a freshwater wetland by NYSDEC (there are 
approximately 868 acres of wetlands designated as Class I along the Carmans River). The proj
ect site may fall within the wetland's regulated 100-foot buffer area. Even if it is outside the buf
fer area, based on a review oflocal topography, the site is within the watershed of the river. In 

15-15 



MT A!LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

addition, immediately along the river there is also a mapped 1 00-year floodplain. This flood
plain is relatively narrow and no portion of the project site appears to fall within the floodplain. 

South of Southaven Park and the Sunrise Highway, the lower reaches of the Carmans River, in 
the Wertheim Wildlife Refuge and nearer Bellport Bay, are tidal. In addition to finfish, this is 
also an area that contains abundant shellfish beds. This lower stretch of the Carmans River is 
designated a Class SC saline surface water. Like Class C, the best use of Class SC waters is 
fishing and these waters are intended to be suitable for fish propagation and survival. The water 
quality shall also be suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation, although other fac
tors may limit the use for these purposes. 

Because of its vital vegetation and wildlife values, and generally pristine character, the river and 
corridor are designated as a New York State Wild and Scenic River. This designation affords the 
river corridor protections against clearing and other direct and indirect impacts (e.g., indirect 
water quality impacts). In addition, all of Southaven County Park and sections of the Carmans 
River north of the Long Island Expressway are designated Critical Environmental Areas. 

The river contains spawning brown trout, although spawning success, fry survival, and contribu
tion to sea stocks is unknown. With its anadromous and resident salmonid populations, this 
South Shore Estuary tributary is designated as Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat by 
NYSDOS from its mouth at Bellport Bay, north for about 5 miles, or to the river headwaters in 
Cathedral Pines County Park (north of the Long Island Expressway). It is reported that an abun
dance of freshwater fish including brook trout, brown trout, rainbow trout, yellow perch and 
carp are present in the headwaters (the river is one of a few on Long Island that is stocked by the 
state with freshwater fish). State-protected tiger salamander have also been observed in the river 
corridor. The river is a popular area managed for trout fishing. It is bounded in large part by 
public lands and is thus accessible and well protected. 

Vegetation along this reach of the river is pine-oak forest and deciduous forested wetlands. The 
habitat is part of the Central Pine Barrens core preservation area and is known to host a variety 
of state-protected species including silvery aster, whip nut-rush, and southern yellow flax. In ad
dition to its value as a vegetation habitat, the river is also important wildlife habitat; it is known 
to host nests for osprey as well as red-trailed hawk, marsh wren, and many species of waterfowl. 
White tailed deer, eastern cottontail, raccoon, and muskrat also use the river corridor for nesting 
and foraging. (Terrestrial resources are discussed in more detail below in section E of this 
chapter.) 

The Yaphank East site is just south of the Central SGPA, designated by the Long Island Com
prehensive Special Groundwater Protection Area Plan. Central Suffolk is the largest of the nine 
SGPAs on Long Island, covering about 125,000 acres, including about 40 percent of the land in 
the Town of Brookhaven. The major vegetation association found within the SGPA is the pine
oak forest (primarily pitch pine) and part of the Long Island Pine Barrens. As described earlier 
in section B, groundwater protection in the designated SGPAs requires avoidance or minimiza
tion of the impacts from land use activities that can have potentially harmful effects on ground
water. Although specific sources of pollutant loadings vary within the SGPAs, there are anum
ber of similar issues including protection against contaminants that exceed the natural filtering 
ability of soils, and impacts from agricultural and recreational uses on the land, and the use and 
disposition of consumer projects. Groundwater beneath the Yaphank East site is also protected 
pursuant to the federal Safe Drinking Water Act as well as county regulations. Groundwater 
flow below the site is to the south. 
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Yaphank West Site 

The Yaphank West site is away from the Carmans River and is not near any other surface waters 
or wetlands. It therefore does not have the same issues with respect to surface waters, freshwater 
wetlands, floodplains, or protected area designations as with the Yaphank East site. As with all 
sites on Long Island, groundwater is protected pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act as well 
as county regulations. 

Ronkonkoma Site 

The site is not located near or along streams or waterbodies. There are mapped freshwater wet
lands in the general area, but they lie to the north and across the existing rail line. The site is not 
within an SGP A, but it is protected pursuant to the federal Safe Drinking Water Act as well as 
county regulations. 

Pilgrim Hospital Site 

There are no waterbodies on or near the project site; thus there are no floodplains or major wet
land systems. A small depression on the site appears on the US Geological Survey Maps and 
could be a regulated federal wetland; there are, however, no state-regulated wetlands. 

The site is within the Oak Brush Plains SGP A, one of the more developed of Long Island's nine 
SGPAs. This small SGPA covers approximately 3,000 acres and extends from Hauppauge Road 
to Long Island A venue, in the vicinity of the Long Island Expressway/Sagtikos State Parkway. 
This west central Suffolk SGPA is located in Hydrogeologic Zone I, which contributes 
groundwater to the Magothy Aquifer. As defined by the plan, Zone I requires the "most careful 
management." Although a large part of Zone I is built and subject to pollutant loads, several 
sections are still relatively undeveloped. 

The two unique aspects of the Oak Brush Plains SGPA are the nature of the existing vegetative 
cover and the predominance of institutional land uses in the area. The shrubby heath-oak brush 
thickets make up the largest single area of its kind on Long Island. The Oak Brush Plains SGP A 
provides part of the approximately 1 ,400-acre Edgewood Oak Brush Plains habitat. Institutional 
land use (the Pilgrim State Hospital and the Suffolk County Community College western cam
pus) covers about 763 acres of the SGPA (24 percent). Land used for utility purposes also cover 
another 771 acres (25 percent of the total SGPA land). With recent acquisitions, about 760 acres 
is permanently protected in the Edgewood State Preserve. 

The SGP A Plan states that the groundwater below this SGP A has been impacted to varying 
degrees by point and non-point source contamination associated with residential and institu
tional land use activities. However, the plan outlines a number of ways to mitigate these impacts 
from existing and proposed development. Several policy recommendations include: planning for 
the extension of the Southwest Sewer District collection system to serve Pilgrim State Hospital 
and prohibiting any new development on the hospital or the Suffolk County Community College 
campus until that connection is made; investigating the feasibility of connecting industrial and 
commercial establishments to an extended collection system; and expanding regulatory activi
ties and remedial efforts to preclude avoidable contamination and reduce, where feasible the im
pact of earlier storage and disposal practices. 

With regard to land use recommendations for the area, the SGPA Plan proposes that the resi
dential, commercial, and utility land uses in the area be increased modestly, whereas the plan 
recommends that open space within the SGPA be increased by approximately 200 acres (from 
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825 to 1,023 acres of open space land). In part, this objective was achieved through the acquisi
tion of the former multi-town resource recovery site and its addition to the Edgewood State Pre
serve. The plan further recommends that the existing 367 acres of vacant land become open 
space and the amount of industrial, institutional, and agricultural land be reduced slightly. For 
the area currently occupied by Pilgrim State Hospital, the plan recommends institutional land 
use mixed with open space. Vacant or industrial uses are recommended for the lands proposed 
for the connecting rail line. 

In addition to the SGPA protections, groundwater beneath the site is also protected by the Safe 
Drinking Water Act and county regulations. 

Riverhead Site 

The proposed Riverhead Yard site is located east of Saw Mill Creek and west of and adjacent 
to Indian Island County Park and a heavily wooded area bordering Flanders Bay. The surround
ing area and the site are part of the Saw Mill Creek watershed, a designated freshwater wetland 
Area that is a Critical Natural Resource Area under the Peconic Estuary Program. This CNRA 
is defined as an area of ecological significance because it sustains a unique estuarine habitat of 
fish, invertebrates, and bird species that thrive in the mix of fresh and salt water. This mix of 
species, some of which are endangered, are considered to be vital components of a healthy es
tuary system. The Riverhead site is located in the coastal zone. 

The site itself contains no wetlands and does not lie within the 100- or 500-year floodplains. 
Like the other sites, the property falls within the protected Long Island sole source aquifer and 
groundwater is also protected by county programs. 

FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Future conditions ofthe study area waters are expected to improve as a result of pollutant load 
reductions and the resulting water quality improvements. Current and planned activities include: 

• Combined Sewer Overflow Abatement-NYCDEP anticipates that as many as 12 retention 
facilities will be required citywide. The program currently consists of eight facility planning 
projects: four areawide projects (East River, Jamaica Bay, Inner Harbor, and Outer Harbor) 
and four tributary projects (Flushing Bay, Paerdegat Basin, Newtown Creek, and Jamaica 
Tributaries). Implementation of this program is expected to continue through at least 2006. 

• New York Harbor Estuary Program and Bight· Restoration Plan-This plan concentrates on 
water pollution problems within the bight, but targets management strategies in New York 
Harbor and the surrounding coastal region. The collaborative framework of the Harbor Es
tuary Program/Bight Restoration Plan provides a unique opportunity to characterize es
tuarine and ocean-related problems, develop solutions, and incorporate these findings into 
long-range implementation strategies, with recommendations for protecting the New York 
Harbor and the New York Bight. 

• Long Island Sound Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan-This plan focuses 
on relieving oxygen-deficient water conditions-also known as hypoxia-in western Long 
Island Sound as its highest priority as well as on reducing nitrogen, but also addresses other 

* A bight is defined as a bend in the coast that forms an open bay, in this case, the New York Bight, 
which extends from Cape May, New Jersey, to Montauk Point, New York. 
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water quality problems, such as toxics, pathogens, floatables, and the effects on living 
marine resources within the Sound. 

• Continued implementation and operation of the citywide floatables program, industrial pre-
treatment, and nutrient reduction programs. 

• Development of a comprehensive floatables plan. 

• Toxics reduction. 

In addition, waters within the study area could improve as a result of similar efforts in the States 
of New Jersey and Connecticut as well as in other New York State municipalities that discharge 
to the Hudson River and western Long Island Sound. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This section presents the potential impacts on aquatic resources by the various alternatives. The 
potential impacts are presented by each alternative. Under the Preferred Alternative, the impacts 
are presented by site, starting with the New York City sites and then the Long Island sites. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

New York City Project Sites 

The No Action Alternative would have no direct or indirect adverse effects on aquatic resources 
in the project's study areas. As discussed above under "Future Conditions Common to All Alter
natives," however, the City ofNew York is in the process of implementing several projects that 
are expected to improve future water quality in the waters surrounding the city. The indirect 
benefits of the Preferred Alternative on regional air quality and their related effect on the study 
area's natural resources would not occur. Specifically, as discussed in Chapter 10, "Air Qual
ity," the Preferred Alternative would reduce vehicular emissions throughout Long Island and 
parts ofNew York City. While it is not possible to quantify the beneficial effects of the reduced 
deposition of certain airborne pollutants (acid aerosols and ozone) on the study area's natural 
resources, under the No Action Alternative, this benefit would not occur. 

Long Island Yard Sites 

As described in Chapter 2, under the No Action Alternative, a new yard would be constructed 
on the Port jefferson Branch, as well as adjacent to the existing Babylon Yard and Ronkon
koma site.· These yard facilities would be smaller than those of the Preferred Alternative, and 
therefore would likely have similar, but lesser effects on aquatic resources than those discussed 
below for the Preferred Alternative. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) ALTERNATIVE 

New York City Project Sites 

As described in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives," the TSM Alternative consists of three com
ponents: increasing LIRR train length, increasing train service to the Long Island City and 

* See page S-6 of the Executive Summary or pages 2-1 through 2-5 of Chapter 2, "Project 
Alternatives," for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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Hunterspoint A venue train stations, and constructing a contraflow bus/taxi lane on the Long 
Island Expressway (LIE) in Queens. 

The potential impact on aquatic resources would be related to the possible secondary elements 
of the increased train service to Long Island City. If this increase in train service causes an 
increase in the demand for ferry service from Long Island City to East 34th Street that exceeds 
the capacity of the existing ferry slip in Queens (currently sufficient to handle a 250-passenger 
ferry), an additional ferry slip in Long Island City may have to be constructed. Should such a 
slip be required, it would undergo its own environmental review. At the least, permits from ap
propriate agencies such as NYSDEC and ACOE would be necessary and these agencies would 
conduct the environmental review. They would ensure that the construction of such a slip would 
not have adverse impacts on aquatic resources. 

Long Island Yard Sites 

As with the No Action Alternative, the same yard facilities would be constructed on the Port 
jefferson Branch and adjacent to the Babylon and Ronkonkoma sites. These yard facilities 
would be smaller than those of the Preferred Alternative, and therefore would likely have simi
lar, but lesser effects on aquatic resources than those discussed below for the Preferred 
Alternative. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

This analysis considers the Preferred Alternative's effect during operations on the aquatic and 
groundwater resources at each of the project sites. The existing terrestrial resources and the Pre
ferred Alternative's effects on those resources are discussed in the next section of this chapter 
(section E). Consistency with the Coastal Zone Management policies contained in New York 
City's Local Waterfront Revitalization Program for the New York City sites and New York 
State policies for the Long Island sites, where relevant, is discussed in Chapter 16, "Coastal 
Zone Management." Effects on aquatic and groundwater resources during construction, in
cluding dewatering, are discussed in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts." 

New York City Sites 

Grand Central Terminal and Manhattan Alignment. Under either Option 1 or Option 2, these 
project sites are not associated with surface waters or wetlands and thus the Preferred Alterna
tive would have no impact on them. Groundwater may be affected by the tunneling for the track 
alignment and Option 2 (deeper station in Grand Central Terminal). However, as described in 
Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts," the tunnel would be constructed in Man
hattan so as to limit the effect on groundwater. The groundwater in Manhattan is not used for 
any purpose and is not a recharge site for other groundwater locations. Therefore, no significant 
adverse impact on groundwater is expected. 

Sunnyside Yard and Yard A. The project would add new facilities and tracks in Yard A/Arch 
Street Yard, and minor changes to Sunnyside Yard and the Main Line tracks adjacent to Sunny
side Yard. The cleaning and maintenance facilities to be constructed in the Sunnyside Yard 
complex would be designed incorporating the recommendations of EPA for reducing pol
lution generated by these activities. An internal separate stormwater system exists within the 
yard area, and this system would be used to collect runoff that is generated from the affected 
areas. The new facilities in Yard A would increase the amount of impervious area, and therefore 
could lead to additional runoff. To accommodate these new flows, the stormwater system 
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serving Yard A would be supplemented by new catch basins and storm sewers. Using the 
existing and new stormwater system serving Yard A and Sunnyside Yard would keep storm 
water separate from the sanitary sewage that is generated in the yards' facilities. 

Throughout New York City, the city sewers are combined, which means that while sanitary 
sewage normally flows to water pollution control plants through the combined pipes, during rain 
storms, when stormwater runoff enters the system, the volume is too great to be handled by the 
plants, and the combined runoff and sanitary sewage are discharged into nearby surface waters. 
However, NYCDEP limits the volume and rate of runoff that can be discharged into the com
bined city sewers. This limit recognizes both the ability of the city system to handle the flows 
and the effects of the combined sewer discharge into nearby waterways. Based on NYCDEP's 
limits, the discharge of stormwater from the project is not expected to have an adverse impact 
on Dutch Kills or Newtown Creek, the surface waters near the railroad yards to which sewers 
connect. 

Portions of the western end of Sunnyside Yard and Arch Street Yard, in the location of the tun
nel portals for the four East River tunnels to Penn Station, are located within the 1 00-year flood
plain. However, the proposed construction in this area involves only minor improvements to an 
existing rail right-of-way. The area is already developed, so the project is not eliminating the 
primary beneficial floodplain characteristics that exist now. 

A very small area in Yard A and another in Arch Street Yard contain phragmites, vegetation 
typically associated with wetland areas. These depressed areas are not valuable wetland re
sources and are not mapped as NYSDEC-regulated wetlands. The depressions are less than % 
acre and work there would be allowed under ACOE's nationwide permit (NWP) program. 
ACOE has determined, in connection with issuance of its NWPs, that activities allowed under 
the NWP program do not have the potential for an adverse environmental impact. 

As is detailed in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts," some dewatering would 
be required in the early stages of construction at Yard A. However, to avoid affecting ground
water flow at the yard, special construction techniques would be employed. These would in
clude using a virtually watertight slurry wall to surround the excavation area and using a pres
surized tunnel boring machine to pass beneath Sunnyside Yard (see Chapter 17 and also Chapter 
14, "Contaminated Materials.") Once operational, the project would not affect groundwater be
neath Yard A or Sunnyside Yard. Therefore, no significant adverse impact on groundwater is 
expected. 

Blissville Yard. Blissville Yard is situated within the 100-year floodplain. However, it is not lo
cated within a floodway (as all flooding in this area is tidally driven, and not caused by riverine 
systems), and most of the construction activities involve rehabilitating an existing but unused 
rail yard. This construction would therefore not be considered a significant encroachment and 
would not result in any increases in flood levels in surrounding areas. 

The improvements to the existing rail yard would not support incompatible floodplain develop
ment because the development already exists. Any construction that would take place within the 
1 00-year floodplain would not increase flooding risks, impact on natural and beneficial flood
plain values, or support probable incompatible floodplain development. Therefore the Preferred 
Alternative would not constitute a floodplain encroachment. 

Maspeth Yard. Although the majority of Maspeth Yard is within the coastal zone, it is not in 
a mapped floodplain and it has at most a very minimal relationship to Maspeth Creek. Its 
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surfaces drain to local sewers or recharge to the ground. Since the yard is developed and mostly 
without vegetation and only track modifications and shallow utility work are proposed, the Pre
ferred Alternative would not have significant impacts on aquatic resources. (Further, as noted 
in Chapter 2, NY AR is no longer considering development of this site as a replacement rail 
storage yard.) 

Fresh Pond Yard. A maintenance facility for diesel trains is proposed at Fresh Pond Yard. The 
facility would use detergents, oil, and solvents. Their use would be within enclosed buildings 
and would not be discharged in the stormwater runoff. New York City Administrative Code 15 
RCNY 19, Use ofPublic Sewers, Sections 19-01 through 19-04 establishes industrial discharge 
limits for several toxic substances. These limits are based on federal regulations governing the 
Industrial Pretreatment Program (IPP), which is locally administered by NYCDEP. Pre-treat
ment systems would be designed and specified to meet industrial discharge limits as adminis
tered by NYCDEP. Meeting IPP limits would ensure that the project's discharges to the sewer 
system would not have an adverse impact on water quality. In addition, pollution source re
duction techniques and prevention strategies, as recommended by the EPA's Office of 
Pollution Prevention, would be incorporated into the design of the maintenance facilities. 

Since the site is not near a surface water body or within a mapped floodplain and there are no 
wetlands on site, the Preferred Alternative would not have significant impacts on aquatic 
resources. 

Highbridge Yard. 

Potential Effects on the Harlem River. At Highbridge Yard, controls instituted during con
struction would prevent adverse effects on water quality in the Harlem River (see Chapter 17, 
"Construction and Construction Impacts," for further discussion). Once the project is opera
tional, the wastewater and stormwater systems to be included in the new yard would prevent the 
Preferred Alternative from introducing new sources of pollution to the Harlem River. Issues re
lated to industrial discharge, stormwater runoff, and releases of sediment, silt, and other con
taminants during project operation are discussed below. 

• Industrial Discharge. As described in Chapter 2, proposed construction at Highbridge 
Yard includes the development of six storage and servicing tracks, one locomotive inspec
tion pit, two runaround tracks, a two-track car appearance facility, an employee access plat
form, and an employee parking lot. Development of additional facilities, including a car 
wash and five diesel consist tracks, may occur as part of related MNR construction. These 
new facilities would use various materials, such as cleaning fluid or solvents. As with the 
other cleaning and maintenance facilities to be constructed as part of the project, EPA 
recommendations for reducing pollution generated by cleaning and maintenance fa
cilities would be incorporated into the design. 

An industrial discharge evaluation would be made for the various types of waste streams 
generated at the Highbridge Yard that would be discharged into the New York City sewer 
system. These types of discharges may include discharges from storage and maintenance fa
cilities, train car wash systems, train car sanitary waste removal operations, fueling pad area 
storm water and other industrial-related discharges. As described earlier in the discussion 
of Fresh Pond Yard, New York City law establishes industrial discharge limits for several 
toxic substances, based on federal regulations governing the Industrial Pretreatment Pro
gram (IPP), which is locally administered by NYCDEP. Pre-treatment systems would be 
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designed and specified to meet industrial discharge limits as administered by NYCDEP. 
Meeting IPP limits would ensure that the project's discharges to the sewer system would not 
have an adverse impact on water quality. 

• Stormwater Runoff. None of the industrial discharges would be in the stormwater. The use 
of cleaning fluids and solvents would be in enclosed buildings and contained within those 
buildings. 

Changes to the current patterns of stormwater drainage and runoff are expected as a result 
of the construction of additional buildings and an increase in the impervious (paved) area 
on the site. The project would create a new stormwater system at Highbridge Yard, where 
there currently is none. The system would be designed to properly convey storm water from 
roads and walkways while minimizing the volume of water that has to be collected, con
veyed, and discharged. To handle the sediment and sand expected in the stormwater runoff 
from paved parking areas and service aisles, storm water would be collected and piped 
through a gross particle separator (GPS) before discharging into a storm drain trunk line 
feeding to a stormwater oil/waste separator. 

The storm drain system would be designed for a 1 0-year storm event with the full yard de
velopment. Roof drains from all buildings would also be connected to the storm drainage 
system. The storm drain system would be designed as a sanitary system with gasketed pipe 
joints and neoprene boots at structures to prevent infiltration of groundwater into the storm 
drainage system. 

A new application for a SPDES stormwater permit for the Highbridge Yard would be com
pleted based on the final design and NYSDEC regulations. 

• Increase of Silt and Other Contaminants During Construction. Controls would be insti
tuted during construction to prevent soil erosion and runoff of sediment, silt, and other con
taminants into the river. Controls include construction of silt fences and covers for exposed 
dirt and excavated areas to prevent soil erosion and an increased load of sediment, silt, and 
other contaminants to the Harlem River. 

Stormwater drains directly connected to the Harlem River would drain to the river during 
a storm event. Drains connected to the combined sewer system would be discharge runoff 
to city sewers. In either scenario, silt and sediment caused by construction activities would 
be removed from storm water prior to discharge. 

Floodplains. The Highbridge Yard lies within the 100- and 500-year floodplains. The con
struction of the expanded yard as part of the Preferred Alternative would bring the ground level 
to above the 1 00-year floodplain. This construction and the small number of additional struc
tures to be built within this area would not be considered a significant encroachment or result in 
any increases in flood levels in surrounding areas. The design of the storage and maintenance 
facilities would meet the applicable floodplain management criteria for state projects in flood 
hazard areas in accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 502. 

Tidal Wetlands. As discussed above under "Existing Conditions," Highbridge Yard lies along 
the Harlem River, which is a tidal wetland. A riprap wall is currently in place. Any construc
tion that would occur in or near the tidal wetland would be reviewed with the ACOE for 
compliance with Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act for work in a navigable water 
and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The New York State Public Authorities Law 
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exempts MTA fr?m the need to obtain state wetlands permits on sites previously in transporta
tion use where the general character of the prior transportation use at that site will not change. 

Freshwater Wetlands. A very small area in Highbridge Yard contains phragmites, vegetation 
typically associated with wetland areas. However, it is not anticipated that this area would be 
within the construction footprint or otherwise disturbed by construction. 

Long Island Sites 

As described in Chapter 2, new nighttime storage yards to be developed on Long Island would 
not house maintenance facilities. Only light cleaning and toilet servicing would occur at those 
sites. Wastewater would be discharged to sewers, where they are available. Where no sewers are 
available, wastewater from toilet servicing would be removed by truck and wastewater from 
cleaning would be discharged to a leaching field. 

Cerro Wire Site. With the exception of groundwater protection, there are no aquatic issues as
sociated with the Cerro Wire site. Given the importance of the Long Island sole source aquifer, 
and the level of federal, state, and local protection, it is critical that any activities proposed for 
the yard not significantly impact groundwater or contravene state groundwater standards and 
drinking water standards. The wastewater at the site would be discharged to the sewer system, 
as described above. 

Babylon Site. West of the site is Sampwams Creek, a mapped state freshwater wetland. Any ac
tivities such as disturbance of the wetland or lands within the 100 feet of the freshwater wet
lands could require permits and would need to demonstrate a minimal impact on the freshwater 
wetlands of Sampwams Creek. The presence of the nearby creek also raises the potential for im
pacts to surface water quality. To this end, it would be necessary to demonstrate that the pro
posed activity would not be within the mapped wetland and would not affect the freshwater por
tion of the creek, its downstream tidal wetlands, or the Sampwams Creek Critical Environmental 
Area. 

Development of new storage tracks in a small portion of the floodplain would not adversely af
fect that area's ability to store flood waters. 

Issues related to groundwater are similar to those discussed above. As at Cerro Wire, waste
water at the site would be discharged through the sewer system. 

Yaphank East Site. Of all the sites analyzed, this site has the greatest potential to impact sur
face water systems. The nature of this impact is related principally to the protection of the 
Carmans River. Based on a review of preliminary layouts, there is the potential for development 
in areas of freshwater wetlands buffer areas and wetlands that are part of the Carmans River 
Corridor. The yard would be designed in a manner that avoids impacts to the Carmans River sig
nificant habitat. This would include minimizing the clearing of forested woodland that act as a 
buffer to the river. Wastewater from this site would be both removed by truck and treated in a 
leaching field. These measures would be adequate to avoid impacts to the Carmans River and 
the groundwater. 

Yaphank West Site. This site is a greater distance from the river and the potential for impacts 
to surface water resources is less of a concern. However, the site is within the watershed of the 
Carmans River and protection of that surface water resource from runoff impacts is necessary. 
There are no state wetlands or wetland buffer area issues at this site. 
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Removing wastewater via truck and treating wastewater from cleaning in a leaching field would 
be adequate to protect groundwater. 

Ronkonkoma Site. The only potential for aquatic impacts at the Ronkonkoma site is related to 
groundwater. Protection mechanisms, similar to those discussed above, would be used to avoid 
impacts to groundwater. 

Pilgrim State Hospital. This site may have an issue with respect to the potential presence of an 
on-site freshwater wetland (federal, not state-designated wetland). If this wetland is present, 
federal permits may be necessary. Overall, however, the wetland is isolated and would not be 
expected to provide a significant habitat. Thus, this impact would not be considered significant. 

This site is in the Oak Brush Plains SGP A. The designation of the SGP A amplifies the need to 
avoid impacts to groundwater. Depending on the types of activities that are being considered, 
this may include containment and pretreatment facilities. Article 55 of the Environmental Con
servation law mandates, with little exception, a non-degradation policy for water quality in these 
areas. In addition to protecting groundwater quality, groundwater recharge is important in the 
SGPA. To this end, minimizing impacts to clearing of natural pitch-pine scrub-oak forest would 
preserve natural groundwater recharge at the site. 

Riverhead Site. Recognizing the sensitivity of the Saw Mill Creek wetlands as a CNRA under 
the Peconic Estuary Program, development at the Riverhead Yard site would need to strictly 
comply with the nonpoint source management measures defined by the Coastal Zone Manage
ment Program, to ensure controlled runoff and minimized pollutant concentrations. Surface run
off control structures would be evaluated for their effectiveness and installed as appropriate. 
These measures would comply with required federal, state, and county agencies to ensure the 
protection of the CNRA. 

E. TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 

Like the analysis of aquatic and groundwater resources, the investigation of terrestrial resources 
focuses on those locations where the project alternatives would involve construction activities 
that have the potential to result in adverse impacts. These areas include Grand Central Terminal 
(GCT) and the Manhattan tunnel alignment, the Sunnyside Yard/Yard A area (Queens), Mas
peth Yard (Queens), Fresh Pond Yard (Queens), Blissville Yard (Queens), Highbridge Yard 
(Bronx), and the seven sites on Long Island assessed in this FE/5. Effects of project alternatives 
on each of the terrestrial resources listed above were assessed, as appropriate. To establish ex
isting conditions in the study area and baseline data for the assessment, site visits and research 
were completed, including the following: 

• For each of the New York City sites, a site visit was conducted to assess the types of vege
tation, vegetative habitats, and wildlife that inhabit the site. Additionally, each site was in
spected for potential wetland areas. 

• The Long Island yard sites being evaluated for nighttime storage were not available for 
visual inspection or field surveys. Therefore, these sites were observed, where possible, 
from their perimeters, and aerial photographs of the sites were inspected. Data were also 
gathered from a number of sources including NYSDEC documents and local environmental 
impact statements. 
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• Review of database records for the project study areas at NYSDEC' s Natural Heritage Pro
gram (NHP), NYSDEC's Significant Habitat and Endangered Species units, the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (FWS), NYSDOS, and the National Marine Fisheries Service. Each 
of these agencies were contacted to determine if they had records of rare and endangered 
species being present on the project site or if rare and endangered species could be affected 
by the project. Copies of correspondence are included in the natural resources appendix. 

• Data were also gathered from a number of sources, including NYSDEC and New York City 
Department of Parks and Recreation documents, and environmental impact statements for 
other projects near the affected areas to determine wildlife that would be expected to use the 
project site. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

NEW YORK CITY PROJECT SITES 

All of the New York City project sites are within developed areas. Additionally, most of the 
sites are located in heavily industrial and manufacturing districts. No significant or unique habi
tats were identified in any of the New York City project sites by the request for information 
from the various agencies regulating critical habitats and endangered species, and none of the 
proposed project areas is on NYSDEC's Critical Environmental Areas list, last updated in June 
1999. The project sites are not close to any of the 15 Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habi
tats in New York City. 

Grand Central Terminal and Manhattan Alignment 

All work at Grand Central Terminal and the Manhattan tunnel alignment would occur under
ground or in existing structures. Therefore, no effects on vegetation and surface-dwelling ani
mals are expected. 

NYSDEC's Division ofFish and Wildlife and NHP, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service were each contacted for information concerning endangered 
and threatened species. NHP reported a sighting of a peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) at the 
Met Life Building at 200 Park A venue in correspondence dated April 26, 1999. This bird is 
listed as endangered by both federal and state regulatory agencies, and was last sighted at the 
building in 1998. FWS also reported sighting falcons in the vicinity of the Manhattan study area. 
Peregrine falcons are often seen nesting or perched on high structures in New York City. 

Sunnyside Yard and Yard A/Arch Street Yard 

Sunnyside Yard is a I 05-acre heavily trafficked rail yard in the Sunnyside neighborhood of 
Queens. Vegetation is limited to the Harold Interlocking and loop track areas of the yard (the 
perimeter of the site); however, the loop track area was not accessible for inspection at the time 
of the site visit. Less than 20 percent of the site is vegetated, and no vegetation is found between 
the tracks. A number of wind-disseminated weeds and grasses grow throughout the vegetated 
portions of the yard, including Japanese knotweed, ragweed, goldenrod, white clover, crab 
grass, and goose grass. Woody species (8-40 feet high; 3-10 inches diameter at breast height, or 
dbh) observed in the Harold Interlocking area include black and water locusts, fire and black 
cherries, tree-of-heaven, cottonwood, smooth sumac, and birch, with an underbrush of vines 
such as poison ivy. Vegetation observed in the island between tracks in the western limits of 
Harold Interlocking include smooth sumac, bouncing bet, butter-and-eggs, common mullein, 
ragweed, Indian hemp, goldenrod, and pokeweed. Taller, more mature trees (20-60 feet high; 
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8-14 inches dbh) including scarlet oak, red maple, and white mulberry, are south ofthe tracks 
and north of Skillman A venue. 

Yard A is a 60-acre crescent-shaped rail yard located north-adjacent to Sunnyside Yard and 
south ofNorthern Boulevard. Approximately 70 percent of the yard is vegetated with mainly 
weeds and grasses between the tracks and in between ballast, including ragweed, Indian hemp, 
fleabane, bull thistle, horseweed, and foxtail grass. Larger trees (8-40 feet high; 3-12 inches 
dbh) are limited to a narrow strip along the northern border of the rail yard adjacent to the indus
trial buildings and fenced areas. These species are primarily tree-of-heaven and cottonwood, 
with some oak and pawlonia. As described above in "Aquatic and Groundwater Environment," 
a small pocket of phragmites, a species usually associated with wetlands, is located at the 
northern portion of the yard. At the western end ofYard A, Arch Street Yard is a similarly dis
turbed rail yard. In its northern half, Arch Street Yard is developed with tracks, buildings, and 
paved areas used for rail freight operations. The southern half is predominantly paved, but also 
includes some unpaved areas vegetated with low grasses, tree-of-heaven, and narrow pockets of 
phragmites. 

Because of the high level of human and railroad activity on these sites, existing wildlife re
sources are limited to those species adapted to disturbed areas and urban settings. Wildlife ob
served using or expected to use the site include grey squirrels, Norway rats, house mice, rac
coons, striped skunks, opossums, eastern chipmunks, and feral dogs and cats. Bird species in
clude sparrows, crows, starlings, American robin, mourning doves, and rock doves. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reported the occurrence of the peregrine falcon in the vicini
ty of Sunnyside Yard/Yard A in correspondence dated May 13, 1999. 

Blissville Yard 

Blissville Yard, located in western Queens, consists of an abandoned rail yard (approximately 
6 acres) with several tracks in a serious state of disrepair running east-west along the entire ex
tent of the yard. Like the other rail yards, the site is characterized by sandy soil and gravel bal
last, and contains a mix of wind-disseminated weeds and grasses common to roadsides and dis
turbed areas. Approximately 90 percent of the site is vegetated. More mature trees (15-40 feet 
in height) are found in the central portion of the site between the railroad tracks, including tree
of-heaven, black cherry, and pawlonia, with some gray birch and black locust trees. Several 
planted poplar trees lined the southern portion of the site along the service road. 

Existing wildlife resources in this developed urban area, with intermittent train service passing 
nearby, are limited to those species adapted to disturbed areas and urban settings. Wildlife ob
served using or expected to use the site would be similar to the species described above for 
Sunnyside Yard and Yard A. 

Maspeth Yard 

This site, located in Maspeth, Queens, is a 9-acre crescent-shaped rail yard bounded to the north 
by two sets ofLIR.R tracks along Rust Street, to the east by 57th Street, to the south by manufac
turing buildings, and to the west by 49th Street. Several railroad tracks run northwest to south
east along the entire extent of the rail yard, and over 50 percent of the yard is vegetated. The site 
is characterized by sandy soil and gravel ballast, and vegetation is subjected to constant dis
turbance, as trains run through the yard daily. Wind-disseminated weeds and grasses have col
onized areas between the tracks, including goldenrod, ragweed, red top, foxtail, and Timothy 
grass. The southern and eastern margins of the site have woody vegetation, primarily tree-of-
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heaven, black cherry, and Japanese knotweed, and vines such as poison ivy. Other woody spe
cies include cottonwood, catalpa, and oak. More mature trees (20-60 feet high; 8-14 inches dbh), 
including maple and sycamore, are located just outside the study area, east-adjacent to the LIRR 
Montauk Branch tracks. 

Because of the development around the site and the relative frequency of human and railroad ac
tivity at Maspeth Yard, existing wildlife resources are limited to those species adapted to dis
turbed areas and urban settings. Wildlife observed using or expected to use the site would be 
similar to the species described above for Sunnyside Yard, Yard A, and Blissville Yard. 

Fresh Pond Yard 

The project site is a triangular parcel located off Otto Road in Glendale, Queens. The approxi
mately 2-acre area is bounded on each side by railroad tracks. Most of the site consists of a gra
vel parking lot, with two trailers and several piles of construction materials. Scattered patches 
of grass and a few isolated weeds are located randomly throughout the gravel drive area. These 
include domestic grasses, dandelion, plantain, butter-and-eggs, and Queen Anne's lace. One 
scarlet oak tree is located in front of one of the trailers on-site, and an area of weeds (less than 
10 percent of the site) is located behind the trailer, between the piles of construction materials. 
This area consists mostly of ragweed and goldenrod. 

NHP identified one vascular plant species, the pink wild bean, classified as unprotected, that has 
been historically sited in the vicinity of the Fresh Pond area as far back as 1911. A classification 
of"unprotected" does not give this species federal protection, but according to NYSDEC regu
lations, it may be given special consideration prior to disturbance. This plant was reported in the 
Glendale neighborhood of Queens, but probably does not currently occur in the project area, be
cause the habitat for the plant has been removed due to urbanization. 

As most of the site is graveled, with isolated patches of vegetation, there is little habitat for wild
life on-site. Small mammals and birds commonly found in urban and disturbed settings, as de
scribed above, may use the site but would not be expected to inhabit the site. 

Highbridge Yard 

Highbridge Yard in the Bronx is an approximately 20-acre crescent-shaped rail yard, located 
between the Major Deegan Expressway and the Harlem River. The site is mainly occupied by 
several tracks, including mainline tracks for Metro-North Railroad's Hudson Line, and a paved 
road. Approximately 30 percent of the site is vegetated. The site contains a mix ofherbaceous 
and early successional woody vegetation throughout, with more mature trees (20-60 feet in 
height; 8-14 inches dbh) along the Harlem River. Along the shore, the width of the more mature 
woody vegetation type (mid-successional hardwoods) varies from being quite narrow to as 
wide as 75 feet or more. It is primarily composed of black cherry, fire cherry, tree-of-heaven, 
cottonwood, black locust, and staghorn sumac. The remainder of the site, including all the area 
between the non-active rails, is vegetated by wind-disseminated weeds and grasses typical of 
roadsides and disturbed areas, including ragweed, goldenrod, milkweed, dandelion, and foxtail 
and redtop grasses. The river bank is fully riprapped and exhibited no intertidal marsh vegeta
tion (Spartina sp.) at the time of the site visit. 

The area east of the commuter lines is vegetated with mostly ragweed and a few smaller trees 
(10-20 feet in height; 3..:8 inches dbh) including tree-of-heaven, fire cherry, and white and paper 
mulberries. One potential freshwater wetland area was noted east of the yard site, along the wall 
of the Major Deegan Expressway. Phragmites predominated in this small region, which is 
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approximately 1,000 to 3,000 square feet, and was not examined for hydric soils (see "Aquatic 
and Groundwater Environment," above). 

Because of the high level of railroad activity on the site, existing wildlife resources are limited 
to those species adapted to disturbed areas and urban settings. Wildlife observed using or ex
pected to use the site would be the same as those described above for the other yard areas in 
New York City. In addition, transient species such as red fox, grey fox, and coyote may also 
pass through the site. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reported the occurrence of the peregrine falcon in the High
bridge Yard area in correspondence dated May 13, 1999. 

LONG ISLAND YARD SITES 

Cerro Wire Site 

The Cerro Wire site, once a manufacturing complex, has been largely disturbed. Approximately 
two-thirds of the site is paved or covered by buildings and parking. Large areas have also been 
excavated. Vegetation on the sites comprises those species common to disturbed areas. 

Babylon Site 

The Babylon site is predominantly paved or occupied by buildings. It therefore has limited vege
tation and that which is present is found in disturbed/suburban settings. A portion of the site has 
three residential properties that have small lawn areas with plantings. Overall, however, the site 
has limited value for vegetation or wildlife habitat. 

Yaphank East Site 

This woodland is part of a larger system connected with Southaven County Park to the east; im
mediately to the south of the county park is the Wertheim National Wildlife Refuge, managed 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Linking these open spaces is the Carmans River, a river 
of significant ecological importance on Long Island (see the discussion above under "Aquatic 
and Groundwater Environment"). This river is immediately east of the site and, as described 
above, much of the northern portion of the site is wetland-woodland type habitat. The balance 
is upland-woodland. In this area, much of the tree species is oak dominated interspersed with 
pitch pine. 

The site is also adjacent to a Core Preservation Area designated under the Central Pine Barrens 
Protection Plan. Core Preservation Areas are designated for the long-term protection of pine 
barrens habitat and the protection of drinking water. The boundary of the Core Preservation 
Area is roughly equivalent to that of the county park. 

NHP identified three species as historically located in the area, in correspondence dated 
March 21, 2000. These are slender pinweed, a vascular plant listed as rare in New York State; 
dwarf hawthorn, an unprotected plant of special concern; and the Persius duskywing butterfly, 
which is endangered in New York State. However, given that these species have not been 
sighted in the Yaphank area since the early 1900's, the likelihood of them being present on the 
yard site is limited. In addition, in correspondence dated March 29,2000 (see the appendix), the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identified one federally endangered plant, the sandplain gerardia, 
as potentially present. The sandplain gerardia is typically associated with grassland communities 
and is known to occur at several locations on Long Island, including in the vicinity of the 
Yaphank East site. 
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Yaphank West Site 

West of the Yaphank East site, part of this site is an open farm field. However, the site may ex
tend westward beyond the boundaries of this field, into an area that is wooded. Consistent with 
the vegetation complexes for the area, the wooded area is likely to be characterized by pine-oak 
forest. 

As described above in the discussion of Yaphank East, NHP identified three species-two 
plants and one butterfly-as historically present in the Yaphank area, but there is only limited 
likelihood that these species are present on the Yaphank West site. In addition, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service identified one federally endangered plant species as present in the area (see 
above). 

Ronkonkoma Site 

This site is partly wooded and partly previously disturbed. The site lies to the south of the 
existing Ronkonkoma Yard and north of MacArthur Airport. Therefore, the wooded portion of 
the site is isolated and not part of a larger complex. It is of limited value for terrestrial ecology. 

In correspondence dated March 21, 2000, NHP identified six vascular plant species as potential
ly present in the vicinity of the Ronkonkoma site. These include velvety lespedeza (rare in New 
York State), silvery aster (endangered in the state), southern yellow flax and few-flowered nut
rush (threatened in New York State), and slender bead grass and catfoot (unprotected but of spe
cial concern). With the exception of slender bead grass, these species have not been sighted in 
the area since the early 1900's and the potential for their continued presence in the area is 
limited. 

Pilgrim Hospital Site 

About half of this site is vegetated. The other half is the built portion of the Pilgrim State Hos
pital complex. For the wooded portions, a dominant native ecological complex in this area is 
Edgewood Oak Brush Plains. This complex is recognized for its value as pitch-pine oak forest 
with the potential to support protected vegetation and wildlife species. About 760 acres of this 
habitat are permanently protected in the Edgewood State Preserve located to the west. 

The New York State Natural Heritage Program has identified a number of ecological communi
ties across New York State, one of which is the pitch pine/scrub oak barrens. Locally known as 
the Edgewood Oak Brush Plains, this is a community found in few areas of New York State 
(typically five or fewer occurrences and vulnerable to extirpation). This shrub-savanna type 
community is limited to well-drained, sandy soils that have developed on sand dunes, glacial till, 
and outwash plains (the latter being the case at the project site). Pitch pine is the dominant tree; 
the percent cover of pitch pine is variable, ranging from 20 to 60 percent. The shrub layer domi
nants are scrub oaks, which often form dense thickets. Beneath this shrub canopy is typically a 
low shrub layer, often composed of sweet-fern blueberries and black huckleberry. Scrub oak 
thickets cover 60 to 80 percent of the community; pitch pines are scattered through the shrub 
thicket, occurring as emergent trees within an extensive shrub land. Within the shrub thickets 
are small patches of grassland dominated by the prairie grasses-big bluestem, little bluestem, 
and Indian grass. This community can be rich in vegetative diversity. Characteristic forms in
clude bush-clovers, goat's rue and wild lupine. Portions of this habitat, primarily to the south
west of the project site, are recognized as providing habitat for such protected plant species as 
southern yellow flax and lespedeza. 
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Terrestrial wildlife populations are not high in this area, given its generally built environment. 
This would include marginal populations of mammals and reptiles. Characteristic birds include 
rufous-sided towhee, field sparrow, prairie warbler, brown-headed cowbird, indigo bunting, 
brown thrasher, whippoorwill, and the common barn owl. The coastal barrens buckmoth (a spe
cial concern species) is believed to use the area. 

In correspondence dated March 21, 2000, NHP identified one rare vascular plant species, the 
New England blazing-star, in the area likely to be affected by the project. 

Riverhead Site 

Although this site is located along the bay coast of the North Fork, it is generally upland from 
the waterfront (above elevation 20) and outside coastal floodplains. This is a previously dis
turbed field that is covered by invasive grasses with a woodland perimeter. The site is also 
situated between the Saw Mill and Terry Creeks and northeast of the Peconic River (a desig
nated Wild and Scenic River) and therefore is likely to provide habitat for a range of avian spe
cies; the open field is likely to be particularly attractive to coastal raptors. 

NHP identified a number of species as likely to be in the project area in appropriate habitat, in 
correspondence dated March 21, 2000. These included the following vascular plant species: 
Virginia false gromwell, New England blazing-star, swamp pink, fibrous bladderwort, and rush 
bladderwort, all of which are classified by the state as rare; silvery aster, classified as endan
gered by New York State; swamp sunflower, marsh fimbry, weak rush, heart sorrel, and few
flowered nutrush, all classified by the state as threatened; and southern arrowwood, rough rush
grass, short-fruit rush, wild ipecac, star grass, dwarf huckleberry, spotted pondweed, coastal 
goldenrod, and swamp oats, all of which are unprotected but of special concern. Several insect 
species were also identified in the correspondence from NHP, including the American burying 
beetle, which is considered endangered in New York State and by the federal government, as 
well as several tiger beetle species that are unprotected but of special concern. Nearly all of 
these species were sighted 50 to more than 100 years ago; only one was identified more recently 
( 1972). As a result, the potential for these species to be on the site-particularly considering that 
the site is disturbed-is limited. 

FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

In the future, terrestrial natural resources conditions should not be significantly different from 
the current conditions. Development of some of the sites, independent of the project, would re
sult in similar loss ofhabitat to that envisioned by the project, (e.g., paving and construction of 
buildings). 

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This section presents the potential impacts on terrestrial resources that could result from the No 
Action, TSM, and Preferred Alternatives. Under the Preferred Alternative, the impacts are pre
sented by site, starting with the New York City sites and then the Long Island sites. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

New York City Sites 

The No Action Alternative would have no direct or indirect adverse effects on terrestrial re
sources in the project's study areas. As discussed above under "Aquatic and Groundwater 
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Environment," the indirect benefits of the Preferred Alternative on regional air quality and their 
related effect on the study area's natural resources would not occur. 

Long Island Yard Sites 

As described in Chapter 2, the No Action Alternative would construct a new storage yard on 
the Port Jefferson Branch as well as adjacent to the existing Babylon Yard and adjacent to the 
Ronkonkoma site.* These yard facilities would be smaller than those of the Preferred 
Alternative, and therefore would likely have similar, but lesser effects on terrestrial resources 
than those discussed below for the Preferred Alternative. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

New York City Project Sites 

Of the three components included in the TSM Alternative, only the new contraflow bus/taxi lane 
on the LIE might affect terrestrial resources. The addition of a lane on the LIE may clear some 
invasive vegetative species on the existing road shoulder. However, it is not expected that any 
of these activities would result in loss of habitat or have a significant impact on terrestrial 
resources. 

Long Island Yard Sites 

The effects of the TSM Alternative on the terrestrial resources at the potential Long Island yard 
sites would be the same as under the No Action Alternative: the new yard facilities to be con
structed on the Port jefferson Branch and adjacent to the Babylon and Ronkonkoma sites 
would have similar, but lesser, impacts than those discussed below for the Preferred Alternative. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

New York City Project Sites 

The Preferred Alternative would have no significant adverse impact on terrestrial resources at 
any of the New York City project sites. Some vegetation would be removed at the yard sites. 
However, none of the vegetation or related habitat was found to be sensitive. 

Grand Central Terminal and Manhattan Alignment. All work at Grand Central Terminal and 
the Manhattan tunnel alignment would occur underground or in existing buildings. Therefore, 
no effects on vegetation and surface-dwelling animals are expected. 

The peregrine falcon, observed in the study area in 1998, nests and roosts on tall structures. As 
such, it would be unaffected by project activities in Grand Central Terminal and the Manhattan 
alignment. 

Sunnyside Yard and Yard A/Arch Street Yard. The site's vegetation and wildlife are charac
terized by species commonly found in disturbed areas and urban settings. As described above, 
the site is an active rail yard. The Preferred Alternative would increase human and train activi
ties on site. Some vegetation would be cleared, mainly wind-disseminated weeds and grasses in 
the central portions of the yards. Wildlife would continue to inhabit the site, particularly the 

* See page S-6 of the Executive Summary or pages 2-1 through 2-5 of Chapter 2, "Project 
Alternatives," for a discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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more densely vegetated areas at the perimeter of the rail yard. Thus, it is not expected that 
clearing at the site is significant. 

As described above in "Aquatic and Groundwater Environment," a very small area in Yard A 
and another at Arch Street Yard contain phragmites, vegetation typically associated with wet
land areas. These are depressed areas and are not valuable wetland resources. 

Blissville Yard. Under the Preferred Alternative, the site would be returned to use as a rail yard. 
Vegetation and wildlife on site are typical of disturbed areas and urban settings. Clearing and 
reuse of the site for a yard would not be expected to significantly affect terrestrial resources or 
avian wildlife populations. 

Maspeth Yard. The site's wildlife is characterized by species adapted to disturbed areas and ur
ban settings. As described above, the site is an active rail yard. The Preferred Alternative would 
increase human and train activities on site. Some vegetation would be cleared, mainly wind-dis
seminated weeds and grasses in the central portions of the yard. Wildlife would continue to in
habit the site, particularly the more densely vegetated areas at the perimeter of the rail yard. 
Thus, it is not expected that clearing at this site is significant. (Further, as noted earlier, NY AR 
is no longer considering Maspeth Yard for its replacement rail storage yard.) 

Fresh Pond Yard. The site is mostly graveled, and clearing herbaceous plants commonly found 
in urban areas would not pose a significant impact. 

Highbridge Yard. As described above, the site is an active rail yard, with vegetation and wild
life typical of disturbed and urban areas. The Preferred Alternative would increase human and 
train activities on site. Wildlife would continue to inhabit the site, particularly the more densely 
vegetated areas at the perimeter of the rail yard. Transient species, such as red fox and coyotes, 
would continue to pass through the site. 

As described above in "Aquatic and Groundwater Environment," a very small area in High
bridge Yard contains phragmites, vegetation typically associated with wetland areas. However, 
it is not anticipated that this area would be within the construction footprint or otherwise dis
turbed by construction. 

Long Island Yard Sites 

Cerro Wire Site. At this site, about 13 acres would be cleared. This is almost entirely disturbed 
area, and the impacts of terrestrial resources would not be significant. 

Babylon Site. Approximately 8 acres ofland would be affected at the Babylon site. With the 
exception of that portion of the site near Sampwams Creek, this site is almost entirely devel
oped. There would be no impacts to terrestrial resources. 

Yaphank East Site. A portion of this site is wooded. The total area proposed for the yard is ap
proximately 6 acres. Even ifthe site were entirely wooded, the loss of6 acres would not repre
sent a significant impact on terrestrial resources. This assumes that the affected area is outside 
of Southaven County Park and the Central Pine Barrens Core Preservation Area, the boundaries 
of which are coterminous. 

As noted above under "Existing Conditions," the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service indicated that 
a federally endangered grassland plant species is present near the Yaphank East site. In corres
pondence dated March 29,2000, FWS stated: 
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Although there are no records of this species occurring at this site, the project 
area should be evaluated by a qualified person to determine the presence or ab
sence of the sandplain gerardia. The project environmental documents should 
identify any direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the sandplain gerardia 
and its habitat. This information should be provided to this office to determine 
the need for further consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Spe
cies Act. 

Yaphank West Site. Much of this is open farm field and perhaps some woodland area. While 
this site provides some habitat for terrestrial and avian resources, it would not be expected that 
clearing for the site, about 6 acres, is significant. 

Ronkonkoma Site. A part of this approximately 3-acre site is wooded, although the wooded 
areas are thin. The clearing of trees and shrub growth vegetation at this site is not a significant 
impact. 

Pilgrim Hospital Site. A small portion of the Pilgrim Hospital site is wooded. Even if the entire 
7.5-acre parcel (including the yard and access corridor) were wooded with pitch pine and scrub 
oak forest, this would represent a small portion of the approximately 1 ,400 acres of Edgewood 
oak brush plains habitat that is found in this area. While there is the potential for certain state
protected plant species to be present in this habitat, given the prior disturbances from the con
struction of the nearby Sagtikos Parkway and within the hospital grounds itself, it is not con
sidered likely that the area of impact hosts these species. Likewise, protected wildlife species, 
like the coastal barrens black moth, are not expected to be present in the area of impact. 

Riverhead Site. Most of this approximately 4-acre site is a former field and woodland edge. 
While its ecological features and coastal location indicate that the site is likely to host a diversi
ty of avian species that may use the site for foraging or nesting, clearing and use of this small 
site for a yard would not be expected to significantly impact terrestrial resources or avian wild
life populations, given the large area remaining in the vicinity for use by avian species. 

F. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation measures required for project construction are not extraordinary, but they would be 
applied widely, as the need arises. As identified above, there is a greater potential for impacts 
at the Long Island yard sites. Prior to any work on any Long Island yard sites, after the design 
of project elements is more fully developed and prior to the start of construction, a detailed site 
reconnaissance of the terrestrial and aquatic resources would be performed at sites under 
consideration. 

IMPACTS OF STORMWATER 

At sites in New York City where new facilities (e.g., additional buildings or an increase in the 
paved area) could lead to additional runoff, a stormwater system would be used to collect runoff 
that is generated from the affected areas. Any existing storm drainage systems would be evalu
ated for condition, regulatory compliance, and capacity. The systems would be rehabilitated, re
placed, or supplemented with new systems for new yard development. Where necessary, the 
storage yards would have underdrains installed to keep the sub-ballast and ballast from be
coming saturated. Roof drains from all buildings would also be connected to the storm drainage 
system. The storm drain system would be designed as a sanitary system with gasketed pipe 
joints and neoprene boots at structures to prevent infiltration of groundwater into the storm 
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drainage system. The stormwater design would properly convey storm water from roads and 
walkways while minimizing the volume of water that has to be collected, conveyed and dis
charged. In large paved parking areas or service aisles, where sediment and sand would be 
carried in the storm water, storm water would be collected and piped through a gross particle 
separator (GPS) before discharging into a storm drain trunk line feeding to a stormwater oil/ 
waste separator. Therefore, within the yards, the stormwater would be separate from the sanitary 
sewage that is generated in the yards' facilities. 

IMPACTS OF MAINTENANCE FACILITIES 

Maintenance facilities are proposed at Yard A/Arch Street Yard, Fresh Pond Yard, and High
bridge Yard. These facilities would use detergents, oil, and solvents, but their use would be 
limited to within enclosed buildings and would not be discharged in the stormwater runoff, but 
rather, a pre-treatment system would be constructed on the site so that process discharges would 
not have an adverse impact on water quality. 

ADDITIONAL MITIGATION AT LONG ISLAND SITES 

Given the importance of the Long Island sole source aquifer, and the level of federal, state, and 
local protection (some of the sites are within designated Long Island Special Groundwater Pro
tection Areas), it is critical that any activities proposed at the Long Island yards not significantly 
impact groundwater or contravene state groundwater standards and drinking water standards. To 
avoid impacts on groundwater, wastewater from cleaning activities would be discharged to 
leaching fields. Where possible, a connection to a regional sewer network would be made. 
Article 55 of the Environmental Conservation Law mandates, with little exception, a non-degra
dation policy for water quality in these areas. In addition to protecting groundwater quality, 
groundwater recharge is important in the SGPAs. To this end, minimizing impacts may include 
preserving natural groundwater recharge at the site. 

At sites close to freshwater or tidal wetlands, any activities such as disturbance of the wetland 
or lands within the regulated buffer of the wetlands would require wetlands permits and would 
need to demonstrate a minimal impact on the wetlands and any associated downstream wetlands, 
critical environmental areas, significant habitats, etc. At sites within the watershed of these sen
sitive habitats (but outside the legal buffer area), protection of that resource from runoff impacts 
is still necessary and would be evaluated on a site-by-site basis. 

The yards should be designed in a manner that avoids impacts to significant habitats. This would 
include minimizing the clearing of sensitive terrestrial habitats (e.g., forested woodland) both 
for mitigation of impacts to that habitat and because these habitats may also act as a buffer to ad
jacent sensitive resources such as rivers. If the Yaphank East site is selected, additional studies 
will be conducted, as requested by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, to determine the presence 
or absence of sandplain gerardia, a federally endangered grassland plant species, as well as the 
potential for direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on that species. •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

The federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972, established to support and protect 
the distinctive character of the waterfront, sets forth standard policies for reviewing proposed 
development projects along coastlines. New York State Department of State (NYSDOS) ad
ministers the program at the state level, in consultation with the New York City Department 
of City Planning (NYCDCP) through the City's Local Waterfront Revitalization Program 
(LWRP), the locally adopted plan under the Coastal Zone Management Program. The program 
includes 44 statewide policies for waterfront protection and improvement and 12 policies spe
cifically for New York City. 

Additionally, a revised L WRP was approved by the City Council in October 1999 and is 
currently awaiting statewide approval. The overhaul of the L WRP was the result of the 
numerous plans and studies focusing on New York City's waterfront and led to a better 
understanding of the conditions and issues facing the waterfront. The goal was to simplify 
and clarify the review process by consolidating the 44 statewide and 7 2 city-specific 
policies into 10 New York City coastal zone policies. 

The policies address the following specific coastal issues: 

• Public access 
• Recreation 
• Development 
• Flood and erosion hazards 
• Water resources 
• Fish and wildlife 
• Scenic quality 
• Cultural resources 
• Air quality 
• Energy 
• Agriculture 

Because several of the project sites lie within the coastal zone (as discussed in Chapter 15, 
"Natural Resources"), the East Side Access Project must be consistent with applicable coastal 
policies. The process for determination of consistency with coastal zone management policies 
varies with location and regulation. Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
NYSDOS, in consultation with NYCDCP, will make a consistency determination as required 
under CZMA regulations. 

Under the Preferred Alternative, three of the areas affected by the project lie within the 
coastal zone: Blissville, Maspeth, and Highbridge. Under the TSM Alternative, the Queens 
waterfront, which could see increased ferry service, is within the coastal zone. Of the seven 
illustrative rail storage yard sites analyzed in this FE/5, two (Babylon and Riverhead) are 
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located within the Coastal Zone. If these or any other sites located in the Coastal Zone are 
selected for development as rail yards, those new rail yards must be consistent with the 
state's coastal zone management policies. An assessment of that consistency will be made 
as part of the environmental analyses to be conducted for the new rail yards (this is 
discussed in more detail in Chapter 2). 

The discussion below addresses those policies that are relevant to project alternatives. Each 
applicable policy is followed by a discussion of the project's consistency with that policy. 
Except where indicated, the discussion refers to the Preferred Alternative, since that alternative 
would be most likely to have effects on the project sites. Since the 7 0 new consolidated 
LWRP policies are pending approval by New York State, the 56 existing statewide and 
local policies and these 7 0 consolidated policies are addressed below. The following 
assessment is consistent with and relies on the analyses included in the FEIS. 

B. CONSISTENCY WITH CURRENT L WRP POLICIES 

Policy 1: Restore, revitalize, and redevelop deteriorated and underutilized waterfront areas for 
commercial, industrial, cultural, recreational, and other compatible uses. 

By rehabilitating and/or reconstructing the Blissville or Maspeth and Highbridge rail yards, 
the Preferred Alternative would be consistent with this policy. The project would restore 
these once active yards and put them to use as part of the region's transportation network. 
Under the TSM Alternative, it is possible that ferry service between Queens and East Mid
town would increase, thus increasing the use of a waterfront area for a compatible use. Both 
alternatives would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy 3: Promote the development and use of the state's major ports as centers of commerce 
and industry, emphasizing the siting, within port areas ofland use and development that is ne
cessary to, or in support of, the waterborne transportation of cargo and people. The state's major 
ports are the ports of Albany, Buffalo, New York, Ogdensburg, and Oswego. 

The proposed project would foster the transportation of goods by restoring the Blissville or 
Maspeth rail yard to New York & Atlantic Railway's freight operations. Increased East 
River ferry service under the TSM Alternative would also conform to this policy. 

Policy 8: Protect fish and wildlife resources in the coastal area from the introduction of hazard
ous wastes and other pollutants that bioaccumulate in the food chain or cause significant sub
lethal or lethal effects on those resources. 

As discussed in Chapter 14, "Contaminated Materials," the proposed project would be con
structed to avoid discharging of hazardous materials into the city's coastal waters. Subsur
face investigations of the yards conducted as part of this EIS and mitigating measures to pre
vent the discharge of toxic materials into coastal waters are discussed in Chapter 14. Spe
cifically, prior to any work on the site, a Construction Contaminant Management Plan 
(CCMP) would be created to provide guidance related to hazardous materials or chemicals 
that may be encountered in project construction areas. After the design of project elements 
is more fully developed, but prior to the start of construction, additional soil and ground
water sampling would be undertaken in all project construction areas where contaminated 
materials were identified. This additional work would be designed to characterize the na
ture, approximate quantity, and extent of contaminated materials at all construction areas. 
This would be undertaken to address worker safety and to identify any soil or groundwater 
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that would require special off-site disposal. With these controls in place, the project would 
be consistent with this policy. 

Policy 11: Buildings and other structures will be sited in the coastal area so as to minimize 
damage to property and the endangering of human lives caused by flooding and erosion. 

The project locations are not located within the city-designated coastal erosion hazard area 
-the city's Atlantic Ocean shoreline area-which is subject to flooding and erosion. Bliss
ville, Maspeth, and Highbridge Yards lie within the 700-year floodplain. No buildings 
would be constructed at Blissville or Maspeth Yard, as the project entails only the con
struction of storage tracks in underutilized train storage yards. The improvements to 
the existing rail yard in either location would not constitute a floodplain encroach
ment, increase flooding risks, or support incompatible floodplain development. High
bridge Yard would be elevated above the 700-year floodplain via the placement of 
approximately 3 feet of fill. The design of the storage and maintenance facilities would 
meet the applicable floodplain management criteria for state projects in accordance 
with 6 NYCRR Part 502. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy 14: Activities and development including the construction or reconstruction of erosion 
protection structures, shall be undertaken so that there will be no measurable increase in erosion 
or flooding at the site of such activities or development at other locations. 

The proposed action would not create a measurable increase in the risk of erosion or 
flooding at the construction sites or at other locations, as erosion control measures (de
scribed in Chapter 7 5, "Natural Resources") would be used, nor would there be any 
increased risk of flooding. 

Policy 18: To safeguard the vital interests of the State ofNew York and of its citizens in the 
waters and other valuable resources of the state's coastal area, all practicable steps shall be taken 
to ensure that such interests are accorded full consideration in the deliberations, decisions and 
actions of state and federal bodies with authority over those waters and resources. 

Coastal considerations are part of the NEP A review of the project. The compatibility of the 
project's program and design with the policies of the Local Waterfront Revitalization Pro
gram, which reflect the vital interests of the state and its citizens in this matter, is addressed 
in this EIS and will be considered during public review and final decision-making. 

Policy 21: Water-dependent and water-enhanced recreation will be encouraged and facilitated, 
and will be given priority over non-water-related uses along the coast. 

The proposed project seeks to rehabilitate active or once-active rail yards that are located in 
the city's coastal zone. Due to the industrial nature of the surrounding land uses, these rail 
yards would not be appropriate locations for recreational use of the waterfront. Therefore, 
the project is not consistent with this policy, but this policy is not applicable at the 
project sites. 

Policy 23: Protect, enhance, and restore structures, districts, areas, or sites that are of signifi
cance in the history, architecture, archaeology, or culture of the state, its communities, or the 
nation. 
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As discussed in Chapter 7, "Historic Resources," and Chapter 8, "Archaeological 
Resources," there are no historic or archaeological resources in those portions of the 
project located in the coastal zone. Therefore, the project conforms to this policy. 

Policy 33: Best management practices will be used to ensure the control of stormwater runoff 
and combined sewer overflows draining into coastal waters. 

All sites would contain stormwater systems that would conform to Best Management Prac
tices. At those sites where new or enlarged discharges would go directly to a river or stream, 
a State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permit would be required. These 
include Highbridge and Yard A (which is not itself in the coastal zone, but which discharges 
stormwater to Dutch Kills). At those sites where discharges would be to the city's combined 
sewer system, the requirements of the New York City Department of Environmental 
Protection (NYCDEP) for pretreatment, using Best Management Practices, would be 
followed. 

Policy 36: Activities related to the shipment and storage of petroleum and other hazardous ma
terials will be conducted in a manner that will prevent or at least minimize spills into coastal 
waters: all practicable efforts will be undertaken to expedite the cleanup of such discharges; and 
restitution for damages will be required when these spills occur. 

The project alternatives would not involve activities directly related to the shipment and 
storage of petroleum and other hazardous materials. During construction, the removal and 
disposal of any hazardous materials would be performed in conformance with all applicable 
local, state, and federal requirements. 

Policy 37: Best management practices will be utilized to minimize the non-point discharge of 
excess nutrients, organics, and eroded soils into coastal waters. 

During construction, erosion-control measures would be used where appropriate to mini
mize sedimentation into coastal waters. Storm water management systems would be imple
mented to collect and treat (if necessary) overland runoff, before it is discharged, either to 
the city's sewer system or to a receiving water. 

New York City Policy K: Curtail illegal dumping throughout the coastal zone and restore areas 
scarred by this practice. 

The proposed project, which would reclaim several underutilized rail yards, would 
remove the debris on several sites and preclude future dumping by instituting an active 
presence at these locations. 

Policy 41: Land use or development in the coastal area will not cause national or state air quali
ty standards to be violated. 

As discussed in Chapter 10, "Air Quality," the project would not cause any national or state 
air quality standards to be violated. In fact, by reducing automobile travel in the region, the 
project would contribute to a reduction in vehicular pollutant emissions. 

Policy 44: Preserve and protect tidal and freshwater wetlands and preserve the benefits derived 
from these areas. 

The project would protect wetlands by complying with all applicable federal and state 
regulations related to wetlands, utilizing best management practices to minimize im-
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pact to water bodies, and avoiding construction in wetland areas. Highbridge Yard 
lies along the Harlem River, which is a tidal wetland. A riprap wall is currently in 
place. The project entails constructing three new outfalls to the Harlem River and a 
new retaining wall adjacent to the riprap wall on the landside. These activities would 
be reviewed by the ACOE and NYSDEC for compliance with applicable wetland regu
lations. In addition, a very small area in Highbridge Yard contains phragmites, vegeta
tion typically associated with freshwater wetland areas. However, this area is not 
within the construction footprint and would not be disturbed by construction. 
Therefore, the project would be consistent with this policy. 

C. CONSISTENCY WITH NEW LWRP POLICIES 

New York City's new LWRP includes 10 policies designed to maximize the benefits 
derived from economic development, environmental preservation, and public use of the 
waterfront, while minimizing the conflicts among those objectives. Each policy is 
presented below, followed by a discussion of the project's applicability to and consistency 
with the policy. Only the relevant subsections of each policy are discussed in detail. 

Policy 1: Support and facilitate commercial and residential development in areas well
suited to such development. 

This policy seeks to encourage redevelopment on appropriately located vacant and 
underused land not needed for other purposes such as industrial activity. Since the 
Preferred Alternative would rehabilitate and/or reconstruct rail yards in existing 
industrial areas for transportation purposes, it would be consistent with this policy. 
Under the TSM Alternative, it is possible that ferry service between Queens and East 
Midtown would increase, thus increasing the use of the waterfront area for a 
compatible commercial use, also consistent with this policy. 

Policy 2: Support water-dependent and industrial uses in New York City coastal areas that 
are well-suited to their continued operation. 

Policy 2. 1: Promote water-dependent and industrial uses in Significant Maritime and 
Industrial Areas (SMIA). 

The proposed project seeks to rehabilitate active or once-active rail yards in 8lissville 
or Maspeth that are located within an SMIA designated by the proposed LWRP. The 
8lissville and Maspeth sites would contain industrial uses as defined by the L WRP, and 
are therefore consistent with this policy. 

Policy 2.2: Encourage working waterfront uses at appropriate sites outside the SMIAs. 

This policy defines a number of factors to be considered in evaluating the suitability 
of sites outside the SMIAs for working waterfront uses. The Highbridge site, which is 
outside the SMIAs, contains appropriate zoning, proximity and access to railroad 
infrastructure, adequate and appropriate buffering from surrounding residents, and 
existing industrial development patterns for working waterfront uses, and so would be 
appropriate for working waterfront use, consistent with this policy. 

Policy 2.3: Provide infrastructure improvements necessary to support working 
waterfront uses. 

Development at each of the sites would consist of infrastructure improvements that 
would support working waterfront uses, and so the project would be consistent with 
this policy. 
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Policy 3: Promote use of New York City's waterways for commercial and recreational 
boating and water-dependent transportation centers. 

Due to the industrial nature of the surrounding land uses, these rail yards would not 
be appropriate locations for recreational use of the waterfront. Therefore, this portion 
of the policy is not applicable at the project sites. Increased ferry service as part of the 
TSM Alternative would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy 4: Protect and restore the quality and function of ecological systems within the 
New York City coastal area. 

Policy 4.2: Protect and restore tidal and freshwater wetlands. 

The project would protect wetlands by complying with all applicable federal and state 
regulations related to wetlands, utilizing best management practices to minimize 
impact to water bodies, and avoiding construction in wetland areas. Highbridge Yard 
lies along the Harlem River, which is a tidal wetland. A riprap wall is currently in 
place. The project entails constructing three new outfalls to the Harlem River and a 
new retaining wall adjacent to the riprap wall on the landside. These activities would 
be reviewed by the ACOE and NYSDEC for compliance with applicable wetland 
regulations. In addition, a very small area in Highbridge Yard contains phragmites, 
vegetation typically associated with freshwater wetland areas. However, this area is 
not within the construction footprint and would not be disturbed by construction. 
Therefore, the project would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy 5: Protect and improve water quality in the New York City coastal area. 

Policy 5. 7: Manage direct or indirect discharges to waterbodies. Policy 5.2: Protect 
the quality of New York City's waters by managing activities that generate non-point 
source pollution. Policy 5.4: Protect the quality and quantity of groundwater, streams, 
and the sources of water for wetlands. 

At all project sites within the coastal zone, storm water management systems utilizing 
Best Management Practices would be implemented to collect and treat (if necessary) 
overland runoff, before it is discharged, either to the city's sewer system or to a 
receiving water. At those sites where new or enlarged discharges would go directly to 
a river or stream, a SPDES permit would be required. These include Highbridge and 
Yard A (which is not itself in the coastal zone, but which discharges stormwater to 
Dutch Kills). At those sites where discharges would be to the city's combined sewer 
system, the requirements of the NYCDEP for pretreatment using Best Management 
Practices, would be followed. The quality and quantity of groundwater, streams, and 
the sources of water for wetlands would not be significantly changed as a result of 
construction at the project sites. The project is therefore consistent with these policies. 

Policy 5.3: Protect water quality when excavating or placing fill in navigable waters 
and in or near marshes, estuaries, tidal marshes or wetlands. 

The project would not excavate or place fill in navigable waters or in or near marshes, 
estuaries, tidal marshes or significant wetlands areas. Therefore, this policy would not 
apply. 
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Policy 6. Minimize the loss of life, structures, and natural resources caused by flooding 
and erosion. 

Policy 6. 1: Minimize losses from flooding and erosion by employing non-structural 
and structural management measures appropriate to the condition and use of the 
property to be protected and the surrounding area. 

8lissville, Maspeth, and High bridge Yards lie within the 1 00-year floodplain. No 
buildings would be constructed at 8lissville or Maspeth Yard, as the project entails 
only the construction of storage tracks in underutilized train storage yards. The 
improvements to the existing rail yard in either location would not constitute a 
floodplain encroachment, increase flooding risks, or support incompatible floodplain 
development. High bridge Yard would be elevated above the 1 00-year floodplain via 
the placement of approximately 3 feet of fill. The design of the storage and 
maintenance facilities would meet the applicable floodplain management criteria for 
state projects in accordance with 6 NYCRR Part 502. 

Policy 7: Minimize environmental degradation from solid waste and hazardous 
substances. 

Policy 7. 1: Manage solid waste material, hazardous wastes, toxic pollutants, and sub
stances hazardous to the environment to protect public health, control pollution and 
prevent degradation of coastal ecosystems. 

As discussed in Chapter 14, "Contaminated Materials," the proposed project would 
be constructed to avoid discharging of hazardous materials into the city's coastal 
waters. Subsurface investigations of the yards and mitigating measures to prevent the 
discharge of toxic materials into coastal waters are discussed in Chapter 14. Spe
cifically, prior to any work on the site, a Construction Contaminant Management Plan 
(CCMP) would be created to provide guidance related to hazardous materials or 
chemicals that may be encountered in project construction areas. After the design of 
project elements is more fully developed, but prior to the start of construction, 
additional soil and groundwater sampling would be undertaken in all project 
construction areas where contaminated materials were identified. This additional 
work would be designed to characterize the nature, approximate quantity, and extent 
of contaminated materials at all construction areas. This would be undertaken to ad
dress worker safety and to identify any soil or groundwater that would require special 
off-site disposal. With these controls in place, the project would be consistent with this 
policy within the coastal zone. 

Policy 7.2: Prevent and remediate discharge of petroleum products. Policy 7.3: 
Transport solid waste and hazardous substances and site solid and hazardous waste 
facilities in a manner that minimizes potential degradation of coastal resources. 

The project alternatives would not involve activities directly related to the shipment, 
storage, or discharge of petroleum and other hazardous materials. During construc
tion, the removal and disposal of any hazardous materials would be performed in 
conformance with all applicable local, state, and federal requirements. 

Policy 8: Provide public access to and along New York City's coastal waters. 

There is currently no public access to New York City's coastal waters from any of the 
project sites in the coastal zone. Therefore, while the project would not provide any 
new public access to coastal waters, it would not eliminate any existing or planned 
public access. 
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Policy 9: Protect scenic resources that contribute to the visual quality of the New York 
City coastal area. 

Policy 9. 1: Protect and improve visual quality associated with New York City's urban 
context and the historic and working waterfront. 

As discussed in Chapter 6, "Visual and Aesthetic Considerations," the project sites are 
currently abandoned industrial rail yards containing unused trackage, debris piles, and 
vegetation. Reconstruction of these yards would improve their visual quality as part 
of New York City's working waterfront. Therefore, the project would be consistent 
with this policy. 

Policy 9.2: Protect scenic values associated with natural resources. 

There are no significant natural resources in the vicinity of the project sites, nor are 
any of the sites located in a Special Natural Area District, Special Natural Waterfront 
Area, or Recognized Ecological Complex; therefore, this policy does not apply. 

Policy 10: Protect, preserve, and enhance resources significant to the historical, archaeo
logical, and cultural legacy of the New York City coastal area. 

Policy 10. 1: Retain and preserve designated historic resources and enhance resources 
significant to the coastal culture of New York City. 

As discussed in Chapter 7, "Historic Resources," there are no historic resources in 
those portions of the project located in the coastal zone. Therefore, the project is 
consistent with this policy. 

Policy 10.2: Protect and preserve archaeological resources and artifacts. 

As discussed in Chapter 8, "Archaeological Resources," there are no archaeological 
resources in those portions of the project located in the coastal zone. Therefore, the 
project is consistent with this policy. •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the activities required for construction of the project alternatives, de
scribed in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives." It then considers the environmental impacts that 
may result from that construction and any required mitigation measures. 

B. DESCRIPTION OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Since the No Action Alternative would not create new facilities or services other than those 
planned to occur without East Side Access, it also would not require construction activities. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

PLATFORM LENGTHENING AND TRACK RECONFIGURATION 

Lengthening platforms at selected Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) stations to accommodate 12-
car trains would require limited excavation to install foundations for the extended platform 
areas. Track reconfiguration would require removing existing trackage (where present), grading, 
and installing new tracks and switches. 

COVERED WALKWAY: LONG ISLAND CITY STATION TO FERRY TERMINAL 

Constructing a covered walkway along public right-of-ways from the Long Island City station 
to the ferry terminal would require minimal construction. Small poles would be mounted in the 
sidewalk and in the ferry terminal parking lot to support the walkway's overhead structure. 

PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE: HUNTERSPOINT AVENUE LIRR STATION TO SUBWAY STATION 

The pedestrian bridge connecting the LIRR and subway stations at Hunters Point, to run adja
cent to the west side of the Hunters Point A venue Bridge, would require widening the existing 
bridge for the approximately 200-foot length between the LIRR platform and subway station. 
Two additional new bridge piers would be installed to support the bridge, parallel to existing 
piers. Installing a new, widened stairwell, a new elevator up from the LIRR platform, and 
opening a new entrance directly into the subway station mezzanine from the walkway, may re
quire temporary closing of portions of the Hunterspoint A venue LIRR platforms, the Hunters 
Point subway station, and possibly one lane of traffic along the Hunters Point A venue bridge. 
No. 7 subway service might be affected on limited nights and weekends as a result of 
construction. 
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CONTRAFLOW BUS/TAXI LANE 

The ISM Alternative's new flyover and ramp on the Long Island Expressway (LIE) between 
74th and 80th Streets would necessitate reconstruction of all the westbound traffic lanes and 
service ramps and lanes in this area. In addition, where the LIE passes beneath the LIRR at 86th 
Street, the eastbound LIE would have to be reduced and the LIRR bridge would likely require 
substantial reconstruction. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

For many of its components, the Preferred Alternative would require construction of under
ground spaces in the form of tunnels and caverns. Most of this work would be done under
ground, with limited disruption at the surface. The Preferred Alternative would select among a 
variety of methods to construct these spaces: tunnel boring machines could construct some tun
nels in both rock and soft ground for train routes deep underground, while drill-and-controlled
blasting could be used to excavate both single-track tunnels and large underground spaces. For 
areas that require excavation downward from street level, cut-and-cover methods would be re
quired. The following sections briefly describe the construction for each component of the 
Preferred Alternative, in the approximate order in which they would be built. Construction 
would begin in early 2001 and continue through 2011 (see Figure 17-1). 

HIGHBRIDGE YARD MAINTENANCE AND STORAGE FACILITIES 

Replacement storage and maintenance facilities for Metro-North Railroad (MNR) trains would 
be among the first components constructed, before Madison Yard is taken out of service. Subse
quent to the clean-up of any contaminated materials (see Chapter 14, "Contaminated 
Materials"), construction at Highbridge Yard would require removing all existing yard tracks 
and relocating the Oak Point Link freight tracks to the western portion of the yard. Surface 
regrading and shallow trenching would be required in some areas (for building and lighting pole 
foundations). Following site preparation work, the new buildings, maintenance facilities, and 
tracks would be constructed. 

A covered overpass would cross over the MNR main line tracks to provide access to the second 
floor of the Car Appearance Facility. The overpass would be constructed with a steel frame 
structure, metal decks, and a concrete topping most likely supported on a pile foundation. A 
foundation system would be determined after the geotechnical investigation of the site has been 
completed. 

MANHATTAN TRACK ALIGNMENT 

The two engineering options being considered for the Manhattan track alignment differ in the 
depth and alignment of their tracks and tunnels, particularly close to Grand Central Terminal 
(GCT) under Park Avenue. As such, construction methods for Option 1 (new tracks and plat
forms in GCT's existing lower level) and Option 2 (new tracks and platforms below GCT's 
existing lower level) also differ significantly. As described below, Option 1 would require more 
difficult construction and much more street-level disruption during construction. As a result, 
Option 2 is the preferred option for construction in Manhattan. 
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Manhattan Track Alignment-Option 1 

Option 1 would require the construction of single-track tunnels and multiple-track openings of 
various types. Work would take approximately 4 to 5 years to complete. 

Single Track Tunnels: 63rd Street Tunnel to Park Avenue. Single-track tunnel construction 
would extend south and west from Second Avenue and 63rd Street to Park Avenue and 56th 
Street (for tracks 1, 2, and 3) and Park Avenue and 48th Street (for tracks 4 and 5). These tun
nels could be constructed either with a Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) or by drill-and-blast con
struction methods, using controlled blasting techniques. The decision on tunneling methods 
would depend on the ground conditions, length of tunnels, economical viability, and environ
mental limitations. 

A TBM is basically a large diameter drill that excavates a circular tunnel section. TBMs are cus
tom designed and built for specific geologic conditions and other project requirements. The 
TBMs for this project would be designed for the hard, abrasive rock conditions that are antici
pated. They would have a diameter of approximately 22 feet, the size required to excavate the 
single-track tunnels for the LIRR. 

If TBMs are used to create the Manhattan rock tunnels, they would be transported as pre-as
sembled elements from the Queens end of the existing 63rd Street Tunnel, just north of Northern 
Boulevard, through the tunnel itself, to its existing terminus at Second A venue and 63rd Street 
in Manhattan. At this terminus, approximately 140 feet below the street, the TBMs would be as
sembled in a pre-excavated underground assembly chamber and begin to bore the new tunnels. 
All TBM work would occur entirely underground, with no disruption at the street level in 
Manhattan. 

As the TBM excavates the tunnel, rock supports would be installed behind the TBM cutter head. 
Rail-mounted gear would contain all necessary facilities for TBM operation. The excavated ma
terial (or "spoil") would be transported by a combination of rail cars and conveyor belts, from 
the excavation face, back through the newly excavated tunnel and the existing 63rd Street Tun
nel beneath the East River, to a shaft in Queens. Material would then be removed from the tun
nel and either taken away via truck, or transported across Northern Boulevard and into Yard A 
via a conveyor system, and taken away via rail. 

Where the tunnels are constructed by drill-and-blast methods, using controlled blasting tech
niques, a large number of small diameter holes are drilled into the rock face and loaded with ex
plosives. The explosives are then detonated, fragmenting the rock. 

Controlled blasting techniques involve the judicious use of these explosives to excavate there
quired openings underground. Controlled blasting allows the contractor to excavate the open
ings with minimal overbreak and with the least possible disturbance of the remaining rock. This 
is done by drilling many holes and placing small amounts of explosive in each hole. The ex
plosives are then detonated sequentially, breaking the rock while spreading the release of energy 
from the explosives over a longer period, lessening potential ground vibration and air blast at 
nearby structures Typically, there would be five or fewer blasting occurrences per day, each 
lasting for only a few seconds. 

The type of explosives that would most likely be used for drill-and-blast excavation are called 
emulsion or water-based explosives, referring to the fact that the explosive is an emulsion of 
water and the explosive agent. This type of explosive is very safe to handle because it is ex
tremely insensitive to shock and virtually impossible to set off without the proper detonators and 
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boosters. These materials will not explode under duress of shock or heat and have never been set 
offby fire or even high-velocity firearms. 

Once the tunnel is excavated, a final tunnel lining for the single-track tunnels would provide per
manent support to the tunnels. Whether the tunnels are constructed by controlled blasting 
methods or by TBM, the final tunnel lining would be cast-in-place concrete, placed after excava
tion has been completed for that tunnel. As this lining is placed, voids between the lining and the 
rock would be sealed by injecting cement grout, under pressure, into the voids. This creates an 
effective barrier against the seepage of water into the tunnel. 

The tunnels in Manhattan from Second A venue to GCT would be within bedrock and the 
amount of settlement of earth or structures above the tunnels is expected to be insignifi
cant. Conceptual parametric studies of settlement potential conducted for structures over
lying the multiple station caverns at GCT found them to be minimal, on the order of a few 
millimeters. Above the running tunnels, the amount of underground excavation is smaller 
and the excavations are much deeper. Therefore, the influence of these excavations on 
overlying structures would be minimal. 

Multiple Track Openings (Various Locations). Areas where multiple-track openings (exca
vated areas that would carry more than one track) are required would be excavated completely 
or partially by drill-and-blast methods, using controlled blasting techniques. The most extensive 
use of drill-and-blast construction would occur between 56th and 52nd Streets, where LIRR 
tracks would rise from beneath the MNR tunnels beneath Park A venue to run beneath buildings 
on the west side of Park Avenue. This is described in more detail in the following two sections. 
This method would also be used to lower the loop track between 43rd and 47th Streets, also de
scribed below. Additionally, if a TBM is used to excavate the tunnels, removal of any remaining 
rock in the caverns would be done via the drill-and-controlled-blast method. 

Cut and Cover and Underpinning o( Park Avenue Buildings (52nd to 55th Streets). 
Traveling south under Park Avenue, the LIRR tunnels would gradually rise and then move west
ward to run beside MNR's lower-level tracks. At 52nd Street, these new tracks west of Park 
A venue would enter the existing GCT structure, which extends west of Park A venue between 
42nd and 52nd Streets. Accordingly, as the new tracks shift west, they would pass beneath the 
basements of four buildings on the west side of Park Avenue between 52nd and 55th Streets. 
Those four buildings would need to be underpinned prior to construction of the new tunnels: the 
Racquet & Tennis Club (between 52nd and 53rd Streets), Lever House (between 53rd and 54th 
Streets), and 400 and 410 Park Avenue (between 54th and 55th Streets). In addition, three street
beds would need to be opened to construct portions of the tunnels: 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Streets. 

Cut and Cover Beneath Streets. Cut-and-cover techniques would be necessary under 52nd 
Street to remove GCT's existing north wall and to access the portion of the Racquet & Tennis 
Club to be underpinned. Similarly, cut-and-cover would be required at 53rd and 54th Streets to 
build ventilation plants directly under the streetbeds as well as to access underpinning work. 
This work would last about 2 years on 52nd Street, 4 years on 53rd Street, and 3 years on 54th 
Street. Within those periods, portions of the sidewalk and one curb lane would be closed. Total 
street closures would be required at night for a few weeks at the start of excavation and, later on, 
sporadically for deliveries. (In addition, as described later in this chapter, small areas on other 
streets between 44th and 51st Streets would also be subject to cut and cover for entrances and 
substations. The work in these areas would last 1 to 1 12 years at each location and would require 
closure of portions of the sidewalk and/or curb lane.) 
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Access to adjacent properties would be maintained at all times during construction. In areas 
where sidewalks or street lanes are being closed for extended periods of time, standard practices 
for maintaining access would be followed, including providing alternate routes of entry into 
buildings for employees, residents, and deliveries; providing appropriate signage to direct peo
ple to these alternate entrances; establishing a traffic management plan to ensure vehicular 
access to affected buildings; and implementing an outreach program to share construction 
schedules, potential impacts, and mitigation measures with local retailers, businesses, and 
residents. 

Cut-and-cover construction involves excavating down from the street level or ground surface. 
In these situations, temporary decking would be installed above the areas of excavation to per
mit traffic and/or pedestrians to use the street and sidewalk above while construction continues 
underneath. Cranes would be used as required to move materials into and out of excavation 
sites. In locations where the crane would be required to swing over the sidewalk, sidewalk sheds 
would be installed to protect pedestrians. 

While the work on each street would be slightly different, the cut-and-cover techniques to be 
used on 52nd Street are representative of the type of work required on 53rd and 54th Streets as 
well. Work at 52nd Street would be staged to permit traffic to use portions of the street during 
construction. Work would begin through two openings just west of Park A venue: one along the 
southern sidewalk and street and one along the northern sidewalk. Trenches would be dug ap
proximately 50 feet down from each side of 52nd Street. Then, the two trenches would be con
nected underground, leaving most of the street in place. During this work, the rock and utilities 
above would be braced with temporary supports until the final tunnel structure is in place. Once 
permanent roof steel and steel columns are in place under 52nd Street, tunnel excavation would 
continue northward under the Racquet & Tennis Club building. 

Underpinning Buildings. To construct tunnels directly under the four buildings west of Park 
A venue-the Racquet & Tennis Club, Lever House, 400 Park A venue, and 410 Park A venue
underpinning would be required. Underpinning is a common construction technique that in
volves placing new foundations under an existing building to allow construction to occur in the 
area of the original foundations. Figure 17-2 illustrates the underpinning process in four stages, 
using the Racquet & Tennis Club building as an example of how construction would proceed. 
As shown in Figure 17-1, above, the underpinning work would last a total of approximately 4 
years; at each affected property, the work would last approximately 2 years. 

When completed, the tracks for the Preferred Alternative's Option 1 would be located in the 
rock that currently supports the existing Racquet & Tennis Club's foundation. As shown in 
Figure 17-2, stage 1 of the underpinning process would involve installation of temporary vertical 
support columns in caissons, below the bottom of the new tunnel structure. These caissons 
would be constructed by drilling through the existing basement and the rock below it. Once the 
caissons are in place, stage 2 could begin. 

Stage 2 would install a structural framing system between the caissons and the existing 
building's substructure. The new framing system would transfer the building's load from the old 
columns to the caissons using hydraulic jacks. During the operation, the status of the affected 
building columns would be closely monitored. Once the connection is made, and the building's 
load transferred, the building would be supported by the new foundations at a much lower depth 
than its original rock support. 
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In stage 3, the existing rock below the original foundation would be removed. This would be ac
complished with drilling in conjunction with controlled blasting to excavate the rock in small 
batches. The new tunnel would be supported by a temporary structure; once the excavation 
reaches the depth of the new tunnel, the permanent new tunnel structure would be installed as 
shown in stage 4. 

Once the tunnel construction is complete (see final conditions drawing in Figure 17-2), the 
existing building would rest on top of the new structure, fully supported by the new structure 
and the rock below. To isolate the building above from vibration and ground-borne noise of train 
operations, special track fixation methods would be employed. 

Support o(Metro-North Tracks (54th to 56th Streets). As new LIRR tracks continue toward 
Queens, they would curve eastward from under the buildings at 400 and 410 Park A venue to 
under the streetbed of Park Avenue, passing just beneath the foundations of the MNR tunnels 
above. To ensure that construction of these new tunnels does not undermine existing MNR tun
nels, the soil beneath the MNR tunnels between 54th and 56th Streets would be stabilized and 
the columns supporting the tunnels would be underpinned. The soil stabilization could poten
tially be done using jet grout. This involves drilling holes down from the MNR track level, and 
then injecting a mixture of cement, water, and pressurized air into the those holes. The grout 
mixture then hardens in columns that stabilize the soil. Once the soil is stabilized, approximately 
10 MNR columns would be underpinned in a similar manner to the building columns, described 
above. At the location of each MNR column, two mini-piles would be drilled into the rock be
low the bottom of future LIRR tunnel, connecting the column to the rock. 

Lowering ofthe Loop Track (43rd to 47th Street). To allow new LIRR trains to use the GCT 
loop track, the existing lower-level loop track would be excavated using drill and controlled 
blasting to descend from south of 44th Street to approximately 47th Street, where it would meet 
the new tunnel (described above). During construction, overhead beams that support the existing 
upper-level storage track would be supported. This would permit continued use of the upper
level storage track during most stages of construction. 

Manhattan Track Alignment-Option 2 

Option 2 would eliminate the need for substantial cut-and-cover construction in Manhattan. By 
creating tunnels at a much lower depth than in Option 1, Option 2 would eliminate the need to 
underpin Park Avenue buildings and MNR tunnels. Option 2 would also potentially use TBMs 
more extensively to construct the new tunnels. In Option 2, TBMs and/or controlled blasting 
methods would be used to excavate tunnels from 63rd to 43rd Street. Construction of the tun
nels for Option 2 would begin at the existing terminus of the 63rd Street Tunnel and move west 
and south towards GCT. Should two TBMs be used, they would bore tunnels simultaneously 
towards GCT and then double-back to create additional tunnels south of 59th Street. From 59th 
Street to 48th Street, TBM and/or controlled blasting would be used to create four caverns fan
ning out from the two tunnels. Drill and controlled blasting would be used in areas where two 
or more mined tunnels meet. Small areas of cut-and-cover construction would still be required 
for entrances and vent facilities, as described below. Unlike Option 1, the tunnels in Option 2 
would pass more than 80 feet below both MNR tracks under Park A venue and building base
ments west of Park Avenue, and 125 feet below Park Avenue itself. 

17-6 



INSTALL TEMPORARY 
TUNNEL SUPPORTS 

t======1tO======rot=====jMF~ 
SCALE 

LEGEND 
.. Existing Racquet Club Structure 
CJ Existing MNR Structure 
CJ Temporary New Structure 

CJ Permanent New Structure 
,. Existing Rock 

MTA/LIRR 
lEast Side Access I 

. EXISTING CONDITIONS: 
BUILDING COLUMNS RESTING ON ROCK 

UNDERPINNING STAGE 3: 
REMOVE ROCK AND INSTALL 
TEMPORARYTUNNELSUPPORTS 

UNDERPINNING STAGE 1: 
INSTALL TEMPORARY COLUMNS 
THROUGH BASEMENT 

UNDERPINNING STAGE 4: 
INSTALL TRANSFER BEAM AND 
BEGIN PERMANENT RAILROAD STRUCTURE 

UNDERPINNING STAGE 2: 
INSTALL TEMPORARY HORIZONTAL SUPPORT 

FINAL CONDITIONS: 
UNDERPINNING COLUMNS REMOVED, 
BUILDING COLUMNS RESTING ON 
TUNNEL STRUCTURE SUPPORTED BY ROCK 

Figure 17-2 

Option 1: Underpinning of Racquet & 
Tennis Club (Cross-Section Looking North) 



Chapter 17: Construction and Construction Impacts 

GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL 

Each of the two engineering options would construct different elements in GCT. New construc
tion for Option 1 would include various escalators and elevators in the western portion ofGCT, 
removal and reconstruction oflower-level platforms and tracks, a new passenger mezzanine near 
the existing Dining Concourse, new passenger space at the lower-level track area, three new 
cross passageways perpendicular to the new platforms, and various new exits to the street. New 
construction for Option 2 would include a track and platform area deep under the western por
tion ofGCT, a passenger mezzanine replacing current lower-level tracks in the western portion 
of GCT, cross passageways and vertical circulation elements connecting tracks and platforms 
to the mezzanine, and various new exits to the street. 

Option 1: Station in the Existing Lower Level of Grand Central Terminal 

Option 1 would use existing track, platform, and concourse space for new LIRR tracks, plat
forms, and concourses. The demolition and reconstruction within GCT would not require major 
excavation of rock. However, significant underpinning and reconstruction of existing columns 
supporting the train shed and buildings above would be required. Additionally, rock would have 
to be excavated to lower the GCT lower-levelloop track and to create entrances to the new sta
tion from the street. 

For the most part, LIRR tracks and platforms would be constructed where existing tracks and 
platforms are located. This would require re-framing and relocating existing columns, removing 
and rebuilding all platforms and tracks west ofMNR track 112, and removing the existing wall 
that separates MNR tracks from Madison Yard tracks. In addition, tracks in MNR's East Yard 
(in the lower level) would be taken out of service for the purposes of expansion and 
reconfiguration. 

Then, new tracks and platforms for the LIRR would be constructed. Work would require relo
cating columns and expanding the narrow train tunnels between 48th and 51st Streets to allow 
for more extensive track connections and switches. At the same time, two cross passageways, 
at 45th and 48th Streets, would be constructed above and perpendicular to new LIRR tracks, in 
existing air space within GCT. This would require rebuilding the structural support system for 
some upper-level tracks. A third cross passageway, between 43rd and 44th Streets, would be 
constructed in an existing space below GCT's lower-level tracks. 

Exits would be constructed from new GCT space up into buildings and onto sidewalks, along 
with platforms and cross passageways. This would entail closing off the affected portion of the 
building space or sidewalk and excavating from the sidewalk down to the cross passageway be
low. The construction of the new 45th Street cross passageway would require cut-and-cover 
construction from the streetbed above. Construction of off-street entrances at 45th and 48th 
Streets, as well as the new stair to the 47th Street cross passageway, would require breaking 
through MNR platform Pat the upper level ofGCT. The exit to be located inside the building 
at 34 7 Madison Avenue would be constructed through the ground floor and basement of the af
fected space in that building. 

The project would also require construction in GCT at the lower track level, Dining Concourse 
level, and Main Concourse level to create stairs, escalators, elevators, and new waiting and 
ticketing areas. Small portions of GCT would be closed off during this process. Work in GCT 
would occur towards the end of construction and last approximately 2~ years. 

17-7 



MT AJLIRR East Side Access FEIS 

Option 2: Station Below the Existing Lower Level in Grand Central Terminal 

Option 2 would require relatively little major new construction in the public spaces of GCT. As 
in Option 1, constructing the GCT elements of Option 2 would require the removal of all lower
level platforms and tracks west of track 113 (including those in Madison Yard) along with the 
wall that separates MNR tracks from Madison Yard tracks. This area would be reconstructed as 
a new mezzanine, rather than with the tracks and platforms of Option I. Little underpinning or 
reframing of existing columns would be required, except in areas where stair/escalator wells 
lead down to the new cross passageways. In these locations, some existing columns would need 
to be underpinned. 

Construction of the elevators, escalators, and cross passageways (beneath the lower level) and 
the platforms and tracks (beneath the cross passageways) would proceed in stages either down 
from the mezzanine or up from the track/platform cavern. Space for elevators and escalators 
would be excavated using controlled blasting methods. The rock would be transported upward 
into the GCT construction area. Approximately 80 feet below the mezzanine (and 7 20 feet be
low the street), the cross passageways would be excavated using controlled blasting methods, 
proceeding horizontally from the escalator shafts. 

As the cross passageways are being constructed, the track and platform areas would also be ex
cavated using TBM and/or controlled blasting methods. One scenario is for one or two TBMs 
to continue south into the track/platform area after they have completed the approach tunnels to 
the north (described above). Using these two TBM tunnels as a starting point, controlled 
blasting methods would be used with TBMs to enlarge these caverns to create the remainder of 
the track and platform area. If only controlled blasting methods are used to excavate the ap
proach tunnels, the platform area construction would proceed in a similar manner. 

Exits from the mezzanine to the street would be constructed in the same fashion as described for 
Option 1, above. Cut-and-cover excavation would be used, requiring closures to areas of the 
sidewalk and/or curb lane for approximately a year at each location. Limited cut-and-cover ex
cavation would also be necessary to construct a vent plant beneath 55th Street (described be
low). Construction work at the vent plant would last approximately 2Yz years. Most of the plant 
would be constructed by mining from the tunnels below. Cut-and-cover work would follow to 
complete the structure and provide the necessary sidewalk grating. There would be intermittent 
street-level disruptions for about 8 months, requiring closure of a 150-foot-long portion of the 
curb lane and a smaller section of the sidewalk. 

EXISTING 63RD STREET TUNNEL 

The lower level of the 63rd Street Tunnel would require moderate structural rehabilitation and 
construction to prepare it for train use. A trackbed and tracks would be laid, a safety walk and 
duct bank would be constructed in each trackway, existing ventilation facilities would be out
fitted with equipment to serve the lower level tunnels, and permanent drainage, signals, lighting, 
communication, and power systems would be installed. 

MANHATTAN VENTILATION FACILITIES 

Since most of the Preferred Alternative's ventilation facilities (for both options) would connect 
the underground spaces to the street level and would require the installation of sidewalk gratings 
or other surface features, cut-and-cover construction methods would be the primary means of 
constructing the ventilation facilities in the vicinity of Park Avenue for both Option 1 and 
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Option 2. In these areas, portions of the affected streets would be occupied by open cuts in the 
street and sidewalk, construction laydown areas, and trailers. These are described below. 

Option 1 

Of the four ventilation plants required for Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative in Manhattan, 
one would be constructed as a new structure at 47 East 44th Street, two would be constructed 
under 54th Street (between Park and Madison A venues, and between Lexington and Park 
Avenues), and one would be installed inside an existing ventilation facility at 63rd Street east 
of Second A venue. In addition to these four ventilation plants, the tunnels in Option 1 would af
fect an existing ventilation facility under 53rd Street (between Park and Madison Avenues) that 
currently serves New York City Transit's (NYCT) E and F subway lines. This facility would 
need to be reconstructed (which would take approximately 2 years). 

47 East 44th Street Facility. To ventilate the LIRR trainshed at GCT, a new, above-ground fa
cility would be constructed in place of an existing 5-story commercial building. This would re
quire demolition of the existing building and construction of the new structure over a period of 
approximately 2 years. As described above, it would also require closure of the sidewalk and 
curb lane on 44th Street for about 8 months. 

53rd and 54th Street Facilities. Construction of the two facilities on either side of Park 
Avenue at 54th Street (as well as work at 53rd Street) would involve cut-and-cover construction 
techniques (although a fan room for the facility east of Park A venue would be constructed using 
tunneling methods). At each location, part of the sidewalk on one side of the street and one lane 
of traffic would be closed temporarily. 

As the excavation proceeds, utilities beneath the street would be relocated or supported in place. 
At 53rd Street, the street would be excavated to the depth of theE and F subway line that runs 
below, approximately 50 feet deep. At 54th Street, the street would be excavated to a maximum 
depth of approximately 75 feet. Once the excavation is 8 to 10 feet deep, the opening at street 
level would be covered to allow for street and pedestrian traffic, and vent construction work 
would continue underneath for approximately 2 to 212 years. During this period, the street-level 
decking would periodically be removed to allow materials to be delivered to the excavated area 
underneath. Construction of both the 53rd and the 54th Street ventilation facilities may require 
complete closure of the street during off-peak hours for up to a few hours at a time during the 
entire period that the construction is under way in the area (4 years on 53rd Street and 3 years 
on 54th Street). 

Second Avenue Facility. New ventilation-related equipment at 63rd Street east of Second Ave
nue would be installed entirely inside the existing facility there, as would emergency egress and 
maintenance access to the 63rd Street Tunnel. No major construction is anticipated. 

Option 2 

As described in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives," Option 2 calls for the creation of four ventila
tion plants in Manhattan. Two would be in the same locations as for Option 1 (on East 44th 
Street and at 63rd Street east of Second Avenue) and two would be in other locations (in an area 
currently occupied by GCT's lower-level tracks between 48th and 52nd Streets and under 55th 
Street between Park and Madison A venues). Option 2 would also require a number of additional 
small air supply shafts above the trainshed, to be constructed using cut-and-cover techniques. 
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47 East 44th Street Facility. Option 2 would construct both a ventilation facility and a heating 
and air conditioning plant on 44th Street, to serve the new mezzanine, cross passages, and por
tions of the track and platform areas. Construction would take approximately 2 years, a similar 
amount of time as with Option 1. As in Option 1, work would include closure of the curb lane 
and sidewalk for about 8 months. 

GCT between 48th and 52nd Streets. The new ventilation facility in the lower level ofGCT 
would be constructed underground and would require a temporary sidewalk and partial street 
closing at 49th and 50th Streets west of Park Avenue to install ventilation grates. 

55th Street Facility. The new ventilation facility under 55th Street would be constructed prin
cipally by mining beneath the street. Cut-and-cover construction would be needed for the side
walk gratings and creation of the ventilation shaft itself. A portion of the sidewalk and one lane 
of traffic would be temporarily closed to permit excavation for the facility. In addition, during 
off-peak hours for up to a few hours of time, the entire street may be closed to facilitate certain 
construction activities. The total construction time would be 2Yz years. 

Second Avenue Facility. Construction of the facility at Second Avenue would be the same as 
described above, for Option 1. 

MANHATTAN SUBSTATIONS 

Under both Option 1 and Option 2, construction of the substation between 51st and 52nd 
Streets, located in the upper level of the GCT trainshed, would take place inside GCT. It would 
require the creation of an access hatch in the 52nd Street sidewalk; ventilation gratings in side
walks on 51st Street, Park Avenue, and 52nd Street; and new walls within the GCT trainshed. 

For Option 1, a substation would be constructed under 54th Street as part of a planned ventila
tion facility. For Option 2, this substation would be constructed as part of the planned ventila
tion facility at 55th Street rather than 54th Street. 

At 63rd Street east of Second Avenue, substation equipment would be installed entirely within 
the existing facility at this location. 

ROOSEVELT ISLAND SUBSTATION 

To create a substation on Roosevelt Island next to the existing 63rd Street Tunnel ventilation 
shaft, a 40- by 60-foot area would be excavated adjacent to the north wall of the existing shaft. 
In addition to this excavation, a manhole would be built to tie into Con Edison's existing power 
lines. A small duct linking this manhole to the substation would be constructed (requiring a shal
low trench to be dug). Construction at Roosevelt Island would last approximately 1 year. 

RELOCATION OF NEW YORK & ATLANTIC RAILWAY (NYAR) FROM YARD A IN QUEENS 

One of the first project elements that would be completed in Queens is the relocation of NY AR 
storage and maintenance facilities from Yard A, potentially to Fresh Pond Yard and either Bliss
ville or Maspeth Yard. Construction at each yard would last approximately 1 year. 

Blissville or Maspeth Yard 

Construction of new tracks, switches, and lighting at either Blissville Yard or Maspeth Yard 
would require shallow trenching and regrading in the vicinity of the new tracks. Both yards 
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would also require new track connections to the LIRR Montauk Branch mainline. At Blissville, 
the existing track and ballast would be removed before the new tracks could be laid. 

Fresh Pond Yard 

Construction at Fresh Pond Yard would consist of a new maintenance facility for NY AR and 
new yard lead tracks into the building. The current double-wide trailer in the center of the East 
Yard would be removed and an area of approximately 6,000 square feet would be cleared for the 
construction of a pre-engineered, metal panel maintenance building with a concrete slab founda
tion. A pit would be dug inside the new building to create an area for maintenance of the under
carriage of trains. Connections for power, communications, water, and sewer would also be 
provided. 

QUEENS TRACK ALIGNMENT 

To connect the LIRR Main Line, Port Washington Branch, and loop tracks leading to Yard A 
(all at Harold Interlocking) to the existing 63rd Street Tunnel (just north of Northern Boulevard 
at 41st A venue), two types of construction would be used. From the existing tunnel to the 
northern edge of Sunnyside Yard, tunnels would be excavated from the surface using the cut
and-cover method. Beneath the Sunnyside Yard track area to connections to existing tracks at 
Harold Interlocking, tunnels would be constructed using both a TBM (for areas under Sunnyside 
Yard) and by cut-and-cover and open-cut excavation (as the tunnels approach the track grade 
level). Figures 17-3 and 17-4 illustrate key elements of construction work and contractor staging 
for the Queens track alignment, described below. While the two primary staging areas are not 
in Sunnyside Yard, the access across Amtrak's property to other staging areas shown in 
Figure 7 7-4 would be subject to Amtrak's review and approval. 

Cut and Cover and Underpinning: 63rd Street Tunnel to Yard A 

Just north of Northern Boulevard near 41st Avenue, the lower level of the existing 63rd Street 
Tunnel terminates at a bulkhead wall (this area is called the tunnel's "bellmouth," since the 
track area begins to widen here), while the two tracks from its upper level curve east to connect 
to existing NYCT subway lines. To extend the currently stub-ended tracks (and two additional 
NYCT tracks that also end at the bellmouth) south toward Sunnyside Yard, the existing bulk
head would be removed and a new cut-and-cover tunnel would be constructed. This section 
would run from the bellmouth, underneath Northern Boulevard and the subway running beneath 
Northern Boulevard. It would continue south ofNorthern Boulevard, through Yard A, ending 
approximately 7 50 feet from the edge of Sunnyside Yard. 

Typically, when earth is excavated to a depth below the groundwater level (as would be the case 
in Queens), water is pumped out of the area of excavation. However, because of concerns about 
contaminated materials in the groundwater at Sunnyside Yard, this excavation would be en
closed with virtually watertight walls. The first component to be constructed would be the walls 
of this enclosed excavation, or "bathtub," which would extend down to the rockline, below the 
water table. Excavation for East Side Access tunnel structures and the TBM launch shaft 
would take place within sealed cofferdams. Incidental ingress of groundwater would be 
collected and continuously recharged to ensure that drawdown of groundwater in the im
mediate vicinity of the excavation would be held within the limits of normal seasonal 
variation. Far field effects on groundwater (e.g., the effects in the vicinity of the plume) 
are calculated to be negligible. As the project design progresses, East Side Access engi
neers will continue to study conditions at Sunnyside Yard and work with Amtrak and 
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NYSDEC to explore other technologies to ensure that the groundwater and contaminated 
plume do not move during construction for East Side Access. 

First, the NYCT buildings at 2950 and 2970 Northern Boulevard, would be demolished and the 
site cleared for construction. Subterranean construction would begin with the creation of walls 
of the new bathtub on either side of Northern Boulevard. These would be slurry walls, created 
by excavating the ground where the wall is to be placed and filling it with a bentonite (clay-type) 
slurry to hold the ground in place. Once the ground for the wall is excavated and filled with slur
ry, concrete would be pumped into the slurry mixture, replacing it from the bottom up, and 
creating a permanent wall. 

Next, under Northern Boulevard (and the subways that run above and below it), the walls of the 
bathtub would be created. Proceeding in stages so that some lanes of traffic could remain open 
at all times, utilities would be relocated, trenches would be dug from the street, and temporary 
decking would be placed on top of the trenches to allow for traffic above. Then, the soil would 
be stabilized around and beneath the below-grade subway, to support the subway structure. This 
work would be done in much the same way as the work required under Option 1 near MNR's 
tracks in Manhattan (described above under "Support of Metro-North Tracks"). Soil stabiliza
tion would involve drilling holes from the street and injecting jet grout. The cement grout would 
mix with the soil and form a cemented soil called "soil-crete." Once the soil is thus stabilized, 
both the elevated and underground subway tracks would be underpinned to allow for excavation 
of a new cavern below. The underpinning would be done either by drilling a series of small piles 
down into the ground andre-supporting the tunnel on them (similar to the way the subway struc
ture was underpinned as part of NYCT's 63rd Street Connector project) or by excavating a 
series of pits under the subway, and filling them with concrete to form pillars that support the 
tunnel. 

Once the bathtub and subway underpinning are in place, excavation for the new LIRR and 
NYCT tunnels would take place inside the bathtub. All rock, soil, and water would be excavated 
from the bathtub. Beneath Northern Boulevard, this work would occur underground from the 
trenches described above. 

During excavation of the bathtub and construction of the structures within the bathtub, most 
operations at Yard A would be suspended, with the following exceptions: 

• Spoils from the Third Water Tunnel project would continue to be transported through Yard 
A. This route may also be used to dispose excavated rock from the Manhattan tunnel 
construction. 

• Amtrak would continue to access its High Speed facility at the western limit of Sunnyside 
Yard between Yard A and the location of the launch shaft, via temporary tracks. 

• NY AR would continue to have access to the Arch Street Yard west of Yard A, from the 
east, via a temporary track. 

TBM: From Yard A to Connections with Main Line, Port Washington Branch, and Loop Tracks 

Five new tunnels would be constructed beneath Sunnyside Yard using TBM(s), to avoid dis
rupting the yard operations above. Unlike in Manhattan, where the tunnels would be bored 
through hard rock, subsurface conditions at Sunnyside are a mixture of rock and soils of dif
ferent types. This would call for the use of a different type of TBM. One possibility is an Earth 
Pressure Balance TBM, which exerts soil pressure on the tunnel face as it carves out the rock 
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and soil. The pressure prevents extra rock and soil from coming loose as the tunnel is bored, 
avoiding ground settlement, groundwater seepage, and cave-ins. Alternatively, a Slurry Shield 
TBM could be used, which prevents soil settlement by mixing excavated soils in a slurry as they 
are removed, using the slurry to exert pressure on the face of the tunnel. The Slurry TBM con
stantly removes the soil/slurry mixture from the tunnel and replaces the mixture with new slurry 
at the tunnel face. The removed slurry is then separated from the excavated material at a slurry 
plant (which would be located in Yard A) and returned to the tunnel face for reuse. 

Either one or two TBMs would create the tunnels in Queens. The TBM(s) would begin work by 
breaking through the walls at the edge of the bathtub at Yard A. From this TBM launch site, tun
nels would be bored beneath Sunnyside Yard to emerge at exit portals just west of the 39th 
Street bridge. At the exit portals, tracks would continue to rise in open cuts with retaining walls 
for approximately 500 to 650 feet (varying by approach), until reaching grade level between ac
tive tracks. The southernmost of these open cuts would be close to an industrial building on the 
north side of Skillman Avenue. This building, at 39-15 Skillman Avenue, would need to be un
derpinned during construction. 

Settlement Control Measures for Queens Tunnels. Tunneling in soil would be per
formed using methods and principles that most effectively control ground loss and thus 
minimize settlements. Provisions would be made to discover unacceptable settlements in 
time to take necessary action, including settlement minimization and emergency action, 
if required. 

The recommended tunneling methodology using pressurized-face TBM, either the slurry 
TBM or Earth Pressure Balance TBM, together with other monitoring devices, would be 
employed to control ground loss and minimize resulting settlements. Notable features to 
control ground loss include: 

• Pressurized face of the TBM maintains the state of stress in the ground and the 
groundwater in front of the face of the machine. 

• Continuous tail void grouting to fill the tail void left outside the erected lining behind 
the tail of the shield. 

• A one-pass watertight lining that minimizes ground loss, ground movement, and 
groundwater lowering. 

• Ground improvement at the location of the breakout from the launch shaft to avoid 
ground loss from inflow of soil or water as the TBM breaks through the excavation 
wall. 

• Local and remote monitoring and recording devices to verify at all times the proper 
operation of essential components of the machine, including face or slurry pressure; 
grout pressure; volumes of soil excavated and of grout injected; the advance of the 
tunnel; and controls to prevent advancing the TBM if it is not operating properly to 
control ground loss, i.e., installation of monitoring points along the tunnel profiles. 

• Alarms and safety shutdowns in the event of machine malfunction. 

Criteria would define the limits of acceptable ground movements and levels of ground 
movements for which remedial or mitigation measures would be considered. To apply 
these criteria, a comprehensive monitoring program would be implemented to measure 
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ground movements, movements of existing facilities, and groundwater levels, including 
surface and deep settlement points, before, during, and after construction. 

Remediation or mitigation of settlements that exceed these limits would include: 

• A standby ballasting crew to restore rail track to the proper elevation, as required, by 
releveling rails and retamping rail ballast when limiting values are exceeded. 

• Retension catenary installations. 

• Compensation grouting (compaction or fracture grouting) under foundations. 

• Underpinning of bridge piers. 

The comprehensive monitoring program would be developed during final design. 

Ventilation Facility at Yard A 

When the construction of tunnels in the vicinity of Yard A is complete, a ventilation facility 
would be constructed just above the tunnel structures (as described in more detail below). This 
facility would extend from Northern Boulevard across Yard A, just above the roof of the new 
train tunnels. 

Emergency Exit Tunnel Along Track Alignment 

In addition to the train tunnels, the project would also construct an emergency exit tunnel east 
of the Honeywell Street bridge, across the top of the new train tunnels. This tunnel would proba
bly be excavated manually, using soil stabilization methods. 

LIRR MIDDAY STORAGE AND MAINTENANCE FACILITIES 

Constructing facilities for LIRR trains to be stored and maintained during the midday involves 
work at Yard A, Arch Street Yard, and at the loop track that links Yard A to Harold Inter
locking. Construction in each of these areas is described below. 

Midday Train Storage Facilities at Yard A 

The construction of storage tracks in Yard A would commence after cut -and-cover tunnels under 
Yard A and the bored tunnels under Sunnyside Yard are complete. This work would entail 
grading the surface, laying new tracks and power feeds, and installing utilities in shallow 
trenches. 

Due to the historically swampy nature of the western end of Yard A and Arch Street Yard, con
structing the buildings there may require pile foundations and excavation of unsuitable soils. 
Similarly, yard lighting would require overhead supports. The train washer facility at Yard A 
would be constructed on conventional spread footings 4 to 5 feet deep. 

Train Access to Yard A: The Loop Track 

To provide access for LIRR trains to Yard A, a fourth loop track would be built inside of the 
three existing loop tracks used by Amtrak. Construction would require physical adjustments 
to all three existing loop tracks, as well as creating a section of tunnel crossing under the 
embankment that carries Main Line and Port Washington Branch tracks west of 43rd Street. It 
would also require constructing a new retaining wall to widen the loop track's existing open cut 
right-of-way. Additionally, a bridge leading to a General Motors facility across the existing loop 
tracks would have to be removed and rebuilt to accommodate the new loop track. This rebuilt 
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access bridge would be constructed adjacent to the existing bridge. Each of the compo
nents of the new Yard A loop track would be constructed as part of Stage 1 of the Harold Inter
locking work, described below. 

IMPROVEMENTS AT HAROLD INTERLOCKING 

As excavation and tunneling work proceeds in Yard A and Sunnyside Yard, construction work 
at Harold Interlocking, as well as related improvements to the area, would also be taking place. 
This work would be staged to minimize disruption to commuter and other rail services through 
Harold Interlocking and to coincide with key construction elements for the 63rd Street Tunnel 
extension. Improvements in the vicinity of Harold Interlocking would occur in five stages, as 
outlined below: 

• Stage 1: Construction of detour tracks, switches, and crossovers for LIRR and Amtrak 
trains. This first step would permit work to occur on Main Line and Port Washington tracks 
while preserving operations through the interlocking. New tracks would be constructed to 
detour existing train traffic from lines that would be affected by work in future stages. In ad
dition to constructing new trackage, additional work at this stage includes demolishing a 
portion or all of the building at the northwest comer of 43rd Street and the LIRR viaduct 
bridges, relocating the vehicular bridge to the GM plant, relocating 39th Street bridge piers, 
and constructing the new loop track tunnel and retaining wall. 

• Stage 2: Re-routing oftrains onto temporary trackwork and construction of permanent new 
tunnels. Once train traffic has been detoured to the trackage constructed in Stage 1, the tun
nel elements of the Harold Interlocking improvements would be constructed. Cut-and-cover 
methods could be used to construct these two short sections of tunnel. This stage would also 
include relocating one Honeywell Street bridge pier and underpinning two others, as well 
as relocating one Thomson A venue bridge pier. 

• Stage 3: Construction of viaduct structure in vicinity of 48th Street, including widening of 
43rd Street and 48th Street rail bridges. This structure would start as a widening of the em
bankment that carries LIRR tracks in an east-west direction, and continue as a viaduct that 
crosses over LIRR tracks as it approaches 48th Street. LIRR trains would continue to 
operate through this area on relocated tracks (Stage 2). 

• Stage 4: Reconstruction of center routes through Harold Interlocking, construction of new 
Sunnyside station "headhouse," and construction of two side platforms for Sunnyside sta
tion. This stage would bring new Harold Interlocking tracks into operation and restore pre
viously decommissioned tracks. At the conclusion of Stage 4, the new Harold Interlocking 
tracks would be ready for use by Amtrak and some LIRR Port Washington Branch trains. 

• Stage 5: Completion of Sunnyside station and adjacent tracks. Work to complete construc
tion the new LIRR station at Queens Boulevard in Sunnyside would occur as part of the 
final two stages of improvements at Harold Interlocking, and is discussed separately below 
under "Sunnyside Station." 

The work on Harold Interlocking would involve creating a new viaduct to carry trains just south 
of the existing tracks between 43rd and 48th Streets, just east of Sunnyside Yard. As part of this 
work, the railroad bridges above 43rd, 44th, 45th, 46th, 47th, and 48th Streets would require 
some reconstruction work. There are a number of options currently under consideration to create 
adequate space for viaduct construction activities to take place while maintaining Amtrak and 
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LIRR train service. If feasible, construction access would be achieved via either the east curb at 
the 43rd Street bridge, or the west abutment of the 48th Street bridge. Neither of these options 
would require property acquisitions or easements. Alternately, construction access may require 
the use of portions of the General Motors property west of 43rd Street. This would require a 
2-year construction easement, including an access easement on the bridge to the facility, which 
may require relocation. 

SUNNYSIDE STATION 

Two access options are being considered for the construction of the new Sunnyside station. The 
first option would provide truck access from Skillman Avenue for the delivery of heavy ma
terials and equipment. The second option would involve constructing the overhead pedestrian 
walkways first and then using them to access the remainder of the construction site. This would 
minimize the potential disruption to the mainline tracks. Construction workers, small equipment, 
and some materials could be brought in through the walkways; however, heavy materials and 
large equipment would still need to use the Skillman Avenue entrance. 

In either case, construction staging would occur in Sunnyside Yard in the area between Skillman 
A venue and the south yard lead track. Construction of the south (eastbound) platform would be 
similar under both options. The construction of this platform may require that the south yard 
lead track be taken out of service at various times during the day or the use of a flagman con
trolled crossing. 

For the center island platform and the headhouse, the first option would require access from the 
Queens Boulevard bridge and possibly a new spur track to provide rail access to the construction 
site. The second option would use the pedestrian walkway bridges, or railcar via construction of 
a new spur track similar to the first option. This would eliminate the need to bring equipment 
and materials via the Queens Boulevard bridge. 

For construction of the north or westbound platform, the first option would probably require a 
small hoist or platform off the Queens Boulevard bridge. The sidewalk and one traffic lane 
would have to be closed for limited periods, subject to approval from the New York City De
partment of Transportation. To minimize traffic impacts on the bridge, materials would be 
brought during off-peak hours. Depending on the grade, it may also be possible to construct a 
spur track off the yard lead to remove excavated materials by railcars. The second option would 
not require the construction of a platform on the south side of the bridge since the overhead 
walkways could be used for access. 

QUEENS SUBSTATIONS AND VENTILATION FACILITIES 

In Queens, a combined substation and ventilation facility would be constructed as part of the 
cut-and-cover construction of new LIRR tunnels extending from Northern Boulevard across 
Yard A. All new underground construction in this area-tunnels, the ventilation facility, and the 
substation-would be part of one unified structure that would also include an above-ground em
ployee facility fronting on Northern Boulevard. 

In addition, an existing substation enclosure within the existing 63rd Street Tunnel ventilation 
facility in Queens bridge Park would be equipped to serve the tunnel's lower-level tracks. The 
existing underground facility would be structurally re-framed to accommodate additional equip
ment. This work would take place inside the existing structure and materials would be delivered 
to the site through existing hatches. A manhole would be created at the park's edge in the bed 
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of Vernon Boulevard to link to Con Edison's power system, and an approximately 50-foot-long 
duct would have to be installed to bring power to the substation. This duct would be constructed 
using shallow trenching. Work to equip the substation would last approximately 1 year. 

SPOIL DISPOSAL FOR THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Creating tunnels and other underground spaces for the Preferred Alternative would result in a 
large volume of excavated material, or spoil, that would require either removal to an off-site lo
cation or reuse on site. The majority of spoil would be generated by the tunnels in Manhattan 
and Queens. The creation of new underground ventilation facilities, entrances, passenger con
course areas, platforms, and other spaces in and around GCT would also generate spoil. 

Manhattan Tunnels and GCT 

Total quantities of material that would be excavated to create tunnels and underground spaces 
in Manhattan (for either option ofthe Preferred Alternative) would be on the order of600,000 
bank cubic yards (BCY), equivalent to 900,000 loose cubic yards (LCY).* Approximately 
160,000 to 180,000 BCY of material would be generated by tunnel construction north of 52nd 
Street, while approximately 420,000 to 440,000 BCY of material would be generated by tunnel 
construction and GCT excavation south of 52nd Street, as detailed below. 

Option 1. The tunneling between 55th and 63rd Streets under Option 1 would generate approxi
mately 180,000 BCY (or 270,000 LCY) ofhard bedrock to be transported off-site. The maxi
mum daily generation of spoil would be approximately 600 BCY (or 900 LCY). Excavated ma
terials would be removed by a combination of rail haulage and conveyor systems through the 
tunnels to a shaft in Queens at 41st Avenue and Northern Boulevard (the site currently being 
used for construction activities associated with NYCT's 63rd Street Connector Project). From 
this shaft, the spoil would be disposed of in one of two ways: 

• Preferably, spoil would be transported from the access shaft site to Yard A via a conveyor 
system over Northern Boulevard, under the overhead subway structure. Steel nets beneath 
the conveyor would prevent debris from falling onto Northern Boulevard. This conveyor 
would provide continuous operation without the need to interrupt street traffic below. Spoil 
would then be removed from Yard A using either rail or truck, as described below in 
"Stockpiled Spoil from Queens and Manhattan Tunnels." 

• Alternatively, spoil from Manhattan may be removed from the access shaft site by truck, 
along designated truck routes in Queens, as described below in "Spoil Disposal Truck 
Routes." 

Between 44th and 55th Streets under Option 1, construction of off-street entrances, ventilation 
facilities, substations, and underpinning work would require cut-and-cover excavation. Because 
these areas would not have connections to rail tunnels, the spoil from this activity could not be 
removed underground through the tunnels. Instead, it would be lifted by crane to the street and 

* Bank volumes are the volumes of soil and rock before excavation, while they are compacted by pres
sure from surrounding rock and soil. Once excavated, these materials typically expand by 30 to 50 
percent. To convert to loose volumes, bank volumes are multiplied by a "swell ratio," to account for 
the amount they will expand once loose. Swell ratios for rock are typically 1.4 to 1.5, while soil swell 
ratios are usually from 1.3 to 1.4. 
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removed by truck, with an average of 20 to 60 truck trips per day-typically about 6 trips per 
hour, with a maximum of 12 trips per hour. 

All debris and excavated material from work in GCT and south of 52nd Street would be taken 
via rail cars along MNR tracks, to points north. The most likely destination for these spoils 
would be Metro-North's BN Yard, located in the Marble Hill section of the Bronx. From BN 
Yard, spoil would be removed via truck to locations to be determined by the contractor, most 
likely using the Major Deegan Expressway. 

Option 2. Option 2 would generate approximately 160,000 BCY (or 240,000 LCY) of material 
to be transported off-site. As in Option 1, the maximum daily generation of spoil would be ap
proximately 600 BCY (or 900 LCY). 

For Option 2, material excavated from tunnels would be transported either through the tunnels 
to Queens, as in Option 1, or through the lower level of GCT to be hauled out by trains via 
Metro-North tracks to the Bronx. The rock excavated to create the LIRR track and platform 
areas at GCT would also be removed from the site via the tunnels to Queens. Unlike Option 1, 
Option 2 would not construct cut-and-cover tunnels directly under the foundations of buildings 
along Park A venue and therefore would not require trucking of this spoil from Manhattan tun
nels along Manhattan streets. 

As in Option 1, however, the debris and material excavated for the creation of the mezzanine, 
vertical circulation elements, and cross passageways would be removed from the site via rail 
cars operating along existing MNR tracks, perhaps to BN yard. Similar to Option 1, material ex
cavated for station entrances, the 55th Street ventilation facility, and any other facilities at the 
street level would have to be hauled out by truck. 

Queens Tunnels 

The excavation of Queens tunnels would result in the following volumes of excavated material, 
which would either be re-used on-site, or transported off-site: 

• For the cut-and-cover structure in the vicinity of Yard A, 300,000 BCY (or 400,000 LCY); 

• For the bored tunnels under Sunnyside Yard and Harold Interlocking, 150,000 BCY (or 
200,000 LCY); 

• For the bored tunnel approach structures, 70,000 BCY (or 100,000 LCY); and 

• For the Harold Interlocking improvement tunnels, 50,000 BCY (or 70,000 LCY). 

Approximately 190,000 BCY would be used as backfill over the completed structures to restore 
existing grades. One possible use of some of the remaining Queens spoil would be as fill for 
Yard A and other project construction areas, including Highbridge Yard. Some fill could also 
be used for embankments to be constructed as part of the Harold Interlocking improvements, but 
this would depend on the final construction staging for elements in Queens. All soil disposal 
from Sunnyside Yard would be coordinated with Amtrak. 

Stockpiled Spoil from Queens and Manhattan Tunnels 

The stockpiling of spoil in Yard A would permit remaining material from both Queens and Man
hattan to be removed by rail, in the same fashion as spoil from the Queens portion of the New 
York City Department of Environmental Protection's Third Water Tunnel is currently being 
transported to eastern Long Island. For the water tunnel, spoil is hauled from the site by NY AR, 
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through Yard A, to the Ronkonkoma Branch of the LIRR, to a private material stockpile yard 
near Holtsville in eastern Long Island. Using rail to remove the spoil in Queens is strongly 
preferred. 

A less desirable option would be to remove the spoil from Yard A (and also from the Manhattan 
access shaft) via truck. This would result in the generation of approximately 124 truck trips per 
day during peak periods of tunneling work. Due to the potential for a large number of both daily 
truck trips and total truck trips (since nearly 750,000 BCY of material could potentially require 
transport from Yard A, a total of94,000 truck trips over the approximately 10-year construction 
period might be required), rail transport is the preferred option for removing spoil from Yard A. 

Potential Truck Routes for Spoil 

Disposal (rom Manhattan Sites. In Manhattan, material excavated for new GCT entrances, 
ventilation facilities, and portions of tunnel would have to be removed via truck, since tunnel 
connections to rail tracks would not be available from these areas. As described earlier, Option 1 
would require more such truck trips than Option 2. To remove spoil from the area of construc
tion in Manhattan (generally between 42nd and 55th Streets, between Lexington and Madison 
Avenues), the truck routes shown in Figure 17-5 and outlined below, are likely: 

• To access points north, trucks would use First A venue north to the Willis A venue Bridge (or 
another Harlem River crossing), to the Major Deegan Expressway or Bruckner Expressway. 

• To access points east, trucks would take Second Avenue south to the Queens-Midtown Tun
nel and onto the LIE. 

• To access points south and west, trucks would take either 42nd or 57th Street west to Ninth 
Avenue south, to the Lincoln Tunnel and New Jersey. 

Disposal (rom Queens Sites. As described above, rail transport of spoil from Queens is the pre
ferred option. If trucks were used to transport the rock spoil from the Manhattan access shaft at 
Northern Boulevard and from Yard A, the contractor would be required to use designated truck 
routes to local expressways. Trucks carrying spoil would most likely use the designated truck 
routes shown in Figure 17-5 and outlined below: 

• To access points east, in eastern Queens and the rest of Long Island, trucks would use 
Northern Boulevard and Roosevelt Avenue, as well as 39th Street south to the LIE and 
Brooklyn-Queens Expressway (BQE) 

• To access points south, in Brooklyn, Staten Island, and southern New Jersey, trucks would 
use 39th Street south to the BQE. 

• To access points north, in the Bronx, northern New Jersey, Westchester County ,and be
yond, trucks would use Northern Boulevard east to either 31st Street or Steinway Street 
north, to the Triborough Bridge. Should an exit from Yard A be created at Queens Street, 
some trucks may choose to take 42nd Road or 43rd A venue west to 21st Street north, to the 
Triborough Bridge. 

Because traffic conditions on and near the Queensboro Bridge and in Manhattan are typically 
congested, trucks would most likely avoid a route directly west through Manhattan to access 
points in New Jersey, instead choosing a route via the Triborough Bridge to the George 
Washington Bridge, or the BQE to the Verrazano-Narrows Bridge. 
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Potential Destinations for Spoil 

The total quantity of spoil that would be generated by the Preferred Alternative would exceed 
1 million BCY over an 8-year period. While there are a number of potential destinations for this 
material, specific locations cannot be determined at this time, due to a number of factors: 

• The sequence and duration of construction, and hence the timing for generation of spoil, has 
not yet been finalized. 

• The results of site testing in Queens to determine suitability of soil for disposal or reuse are 
not yet known. 

• Construction methodologies (drill-and-controlled-blasting vs. TBM in Manhattan; type of 
TBM to be used in Queens) have not yet been finalized. 

• It is not currently known what other large construction projects might be under way that 
might be able to use fill materials generated by the Preferred Alternative. For example, the 
Fresh Kills Landfill or other landfills might require fill materials for final cap and cover; 
previous landfill closings have required up to one million cubic yards of fill for that pur
pose. Large-scale waterfront projects under way in New York City (such as Riverside 
South, Queens West, or the Hudson River Park) might also be able to use rock removed 
from project tunnels for repairs to rip rap and shoreline edges. 

With these variables in mind, there are a number of potential uses of spoil generated by the Pre
ferred Alternative, including construction projects that might require a sizable amount of fill. In 
addition to other projects, a considerable amount of material may be reused on-site for backfill 
and site fill in Yard A, in the vicinity ofHarold Interlocking. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

Construction of new storage yards on Long Island would last approximately 1 year at each of 
the sites chosen. Should construction take place at sites currently occupied by buildings, these 
buildings would be demolished prior to construction, in accordance with applicable regulations. 
At all potential sites, construction of new tracks, lighting, and fences, walls, or landscaping, as 
relevant, would require shallow trenching and regrading at each site. Each yard would also re
quire track connections to the existing LIRR right-of-way at one or both ends of the new yard. 

C. POSSIBLE IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
DURING CONSTRUCTION AND ASSOCIATED MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Since the No Action Alternative would not require new construction, no construction-related 
impacts would occur. The TSM Alternative would result in some disruption, but this would be 
relatively minor compared to the work required for the Preferred Alternative. The construction 
work related to the TSM Alternative would result in some noise, dust, and disruption near the 
Hunterspoint LIRR station and the affected portion of the LIE. Service at the LIRR station and 
subway station at Hunters Point Avenue could be affected for a short-time during off-peak 
hours. The TSM Alternative would also result in disruptions to traffic flows on the LIE while 
the required reconstruction work is underway, similar to the effects on any highway repaving or 
reconstruction project. Overall, however, impacts of the TSM Alternative during construction 
would be insignificant. 
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This section of the chapter describes the potential impacts associated with the Preferred Alterna
tive. Where significant adverse impacts are identified, mitigation measures are also described. 
It should be noted that for each of the analysis areas considered below, the earlier chapter 
covering that subject (in Chapters 3 through 16) provides detailed information on the existing 
conditions and context against which to consider impacts. 

LAND USE AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS 

To consider the potential construction impacts of the Preferred Alternative, the land uses and 
social conditions in the immediate area of the Preferred Alternative were examined in detail. 
Zoning and land use policy are not addressed here, since the long-term plans and land use poli
cies for the area are not particularly relevant to the short-term effects of a construction project. 
However, existing zoning and land use policies applicable to the broader study areas, along with 
a thorough discussion of land uses and social conditions in the broader study areas, are dis
cussed in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy." 

EXISTING LAND USE AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS NEAR CONSTRUCTION AREAS 

Manhattan 

The area surrounding the project alignment in Manhattan is predominantly commercial south of 
60th Street and predominantly residential to the north. Community facilities include several 
churches and synagogues, schools, and libraries. The area within approximately a block of the 
project alignment in Manhattan had a residential population of approximately 15,500 people in 
1990, of whom some 12.7 percent were members of minorities (compared to 52 percent overall 
in Manhattan). This population includes the numerous homeless people who were counted at 
GCT itself during surveys conducted for the 1990 census. The 1989 median household income 
of this population was $47,276 (compared to $32,262 for all ofManhattan and $29,823 for New 
York City). 

South of 60th Street: East Midtown. As described in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Pub
lic Policy," of this EIS, the area north of Grand Central Terminal along the project route is 
densely developed with office towers. Tall commercial buildings line most of Park A venue, 
some extending the full blocks through to Madison and Lexington Avenues as well. Major non
commercial uses along this part of Park Avenue include St. Bartholomew's Church at 50th 
Street and the Racquet & Tennis Club, a private sports club at Park Avenue between 52nd and 
53rd Streets. In addition, one of the city's most famous hotels, the Waldorf-Astoria, occupies the 
full block bounded by 49th and 50th Streets and Park and Lexington Avenues. Close to GCT, 
a large new commercial building is being constructed by Bear Steams at 383 Madison Avenue 
between 45th and 46th Streets, above the westernmost tracks at GCT. Along Madison and 
Lexington Avenues, office buildings typically have ground-floor retail uses. 

In addition to large commercial buildings, the midblocks between Madison and Park A venues 
are occupied by a mix of smaller commercial buildings, ground-floor retail with residential 
apartments above, and hotels. Closest to GCT, uses include the Yale Club on Vanderbilt Avenue 
and the Roosevelt Hotel on East 45th Street. Community facilities in this area include St. Bar
tholomew's Church and Community House on Park Avenue at 50th Street (which is also a New 
York City Landmark) and Central Synagogue on Lexington Avenue at 55th Street. 

Land Uses Adjacent to Construction Sites. Noticeable construction activities would be fo
cused at or near Grand Central Terminal, a grand historic structure in the heart of the Midtown 
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Manhattan commercial core. There are shops and restaurants at street level on all sides of the 
Grand Central Terminal superblock and on the blocks between Vanderbilt and Madison Ave
nues. In this area, Park A venue is a wide boulevard divided by a landscaped median, and flanked 
by modem high-rise office towers. As described earlier, both options of the Preferred Alter
native would require some street-level disruption in this area. Under Option 1, extensive 
cut-and-cover construction would occur along four side streets just west and east of Park Ave
nue-East 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Streets between Park Avenue and Madison Avenue, and East 
54th Street between Park and Lexington A venues; as well as less extensive cut-and-cover along 
East 45th Street and other streets between 44th and 51st Streets for entrances and substations. 
Option 2 would require mush less disruption, with limited cut-and-cover work along one side 
street-East 55th Street between Park and Madison A venues-and small areas of cut-and-cover 
work along other side streets in the area between 44th and 54th Streets and Park and Madison 
Avenues. 

All of these blocks are dominated by office buildings and commercial uses. High-rise commer
cial towers line Park and Madison A venues, while mid-rise office buildings and an occasional 
hotel occupy the lots between the avenues. There are only two residential buildings on the five 
blocks that could experience the more disruptive work. Ground-floor retail exists consistently 
on the Park and Madison A venue comers, and sporadically along midblocks. The other blocks 
that could experience the most serious disruption are described below. 

East 52nd Street between Park and Madison Avenues is lined on its southern side with office 
towers ranging from 24 to 30 stories tall. On the north side of the block at Park Avenue is the 
Racquet & Tennis Club, occupying the entire blockfront west of Park Avenue between 52nd and 
53rd Streets. From the middle of the block, west to Madison Avenue, are three office buildings 
ranging in height from 7 to 40 stories. Ground-floor retail establishments exist from the middle 
of the block to Madison Avenue. 

East 53rd Street between Park and Madison Avenues is similarly lined with office towers, with 
the exception of the Racquet & Tennis Club. On the south side of 53rd Street are two office 
buildings: one on the comer of Madison A venue, 21 stories tall, and another that stretches 
across to 52nd Street, 40 stories tall. On the north side are 20- and 42-story tall office buildings, 
and the 21-story high Lever House Building at Park Avenue. The only ground-floor retail estab
lishment on the block are at the bases of the two office towers along Madison Avenue. 

East 53rd Street between Park and Lexington Avenues is slightly more mixed in character than 
the other blocks. On its south side is the 43-story Citibank building, spanning the entire block. 
On the north side of the block are low- and mid-rise office buildings, a hotel, and a 15-story resi
dential building--one of only two residential buildings on these five blocks. Ground-floor retail 
is limited to the comers at Lexington A venue, and at the base of the residential building. 

East 54th Street between Park and Madison A venues contains the other residential building in 
the area, a 5-story residence on the north side of the street. Also on the north side of the street 
is a 21-story office tower at 400 Park Avenue, a 36-story office tower at the comer of Madison 
A venue, and an 8-story office building along with a restaurant in two 4-story buildings in the 
middle of the block. The south side of the block contains the Lever House at Park A venue, a 25-
story office tower at Madison A venue, and a hotel between them. 

East 55th Street between Park and Madison Avenues is completely lined with office buildings 
ranging from 17 to 33 stories tall, except for a 5-story private club in the middle of the north side 
of the block. 
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East 44th Street between Vanderbilt and Madison Avenues consists of tall buildings fronting on 
the avenues. The only exception to this pattern is the 5-story commercial building at 47 East 
44th Street, which would be acquired for the Preferred Alternative. Land use in the area is 
predominantly commercial. The building at the comer ofVanderbilt Avenue and 44th Street, ad
jacent to 47 East 44th Street, is the 21-story Yale Club. 

North of 60th Street: Upper East Side. The character of the area along the project alignment 
changes markedly north of 60th Street. Heading east from Park A venue, the tunnels of the Pre
ferred Alternative would pass beneath blocks between roughly 58th and 63rd Street before 
reaching the existing 63rd Street Tunnel at Second Avenue (see Chapter 2, "Project Alterna
tives," for maps of the alignment). Uses above the tunnel alignment above the project route are 
predominantly residential. Third and Second A venues are lined by tall apartment buildings, but 
Lexington Avenue and the midblocks are typically lower density (3- to 5-story rowhouses). 
Along the 61 st and 62nd Street midblocks between Second and Third A venues is the Treadwell 
Farms Historic District, a group of row houses dating to the 1870's. Along Lexington, Third, and 
Second A venues, most buildings have ground-floor retail uses. The Barbizon Hotel is also lo
cated along this part of Lexington Avenue, at the comer of 63rd Street. A prominent institution 
in this area is the Manhattan Eye, Ear and Throat Hospital, at the center of the block bounded 
by 63rd and 64th Streets and Second and Third A venues. In addition, there are numerous small 
institutions (schools, libraries, churches, and synagogues) in this area. East of Second A venue 
(approximately where the existing rail tunnel begins) uses continue to be primarily residential, 
but also include a Con Edison substation, a parking garage, a movie theater, and a health clinic. 

Roosevelt Island 

The existing 63rd Street Tunnel passes beneath the center of Roosevelt Island, beneath the sub
way station there and the vacant Central Nurses Residence building. The existing tunnel vent 
building is located on the western shore of the island, between Main Street (the single road 
serving the island) and the East River, and is adjacent to a waterfront esplanade that curves 
around the vent building and the proposed construction site. The area close to the subway vent 
is otherwise predominantly vacant. 

Queens Tunnel Alignment and Sunnyside Yard/Yard A/Harold Interlocking 

In Queens, the existing 63rd Street Tunnel travels along 41st A venue, passing beneath Queens
bridge Park, a 20-acre park along the East River just north of the Queensboro Bridge, and con
tinuing beneath the Queens bridge Houses public housing complex. East of 21st Street, uses be
come more varied but are largely light industry, storage, and auto-related, including surface 
parking lots. Scattered residential development generally consists of older 2-story brick and 
frame homes and a few small to medium apartment buildings. 

Closer to Northern Boulevard along the tunnel route is a concentration of commercial uses in
cluding banking and office space, clustered near Queens Plaza. A public high school, which in
cludes the Academy of American Studies and the Newcomer High School, is at 41st Avenue 
between 28th and 29th Streets. Construction work taking place on the block bounded by 40th 
Road, 41st Avenue, and Northern Boulevard related to MTA New York City Transit's 63rd 
Street Tunnel Connector Project has been under way for a number of years. 

As described in Chapter 3, the Yard A/Arch Street Yard/Sunnyside Yard railroad complex occu
pies a large area that is predominantly separated from the surrounding neighborhood by grade 
changes, fences, and bulky industrial buildings. Surrounding the yards, land use is 
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overwhelmingly industrial and commercial, with auto-related uses as well (including car dealer
ships along Northern Boulevard east of Queens Plaza).The area is further characterized by a 
network of transportation structures that include the streets passing over the rail yard, elevated 
subway tracks on Queens Boulevard and Northern Boulevard, and the approach to the Queens
bora Bridge that runs above Queens Plaza. 

Exceptions to the industrial and commercial pattern include several residences along 38th Ave
nue and 32nd Street near Northern Boulevard, a church and center for mentally challenged 
adults, both on 39th Avenue, and a large Korean Presbyterian Church in a new building adjacent 
to the yards at 37th Avenue. East of Queens Plaza, some office uses are focused around Court 
House Square. In addition, south of the yards, LaGuardia Community College is located in a 
large formerly industrial building on Thomson A venue, while residential uses are also located 
in the area south of Skillman A venue, including several apartment buildings and 2-story houses. 
The north side of Skillman Avenue, along the south side of the rail yard between 43rd and 39th 
Streets, is industrial with the exception of a public playground and a small church. 

Near the eastern end of Sunnyside Yard, a General Motors facility occupies the area from 39th 
to 43rd Street, between the main line tracks and the loop tracks that lead to Sunnyside Yard and 
Yard A. Access to the facility is via a bridge over the loop track from 43rd Street. The 2-acre 
Torsney Playground is located at the comer of Skillman Avenue and 43rd Street, just south of 
the loop track, in this area. 

East of 43rd Street, Harold Interlocking continues on an elevated embankment eastward along
side Barnett Avenue. The north side of Barnett Avenue, adjacent to the railroad tracks, is lined 
by auto-related and industrial uses, including 20 privately owned residential garages. The south 
side of Barnett Avenue marks the beginning of the Sunnyside Gardens residential neighborhood, 
a multi-block complex of low-rise residences designated as a historic district. 

Although it is predominantly industrial in character, because of its large size the area close to 
the project alignment is home to approximately 22,000 people (according to the 1990 census). 
Most of these residents are at the edges of the area, either near the East River in the north
western part of the alignment or near Sunnyside Gardens in the southeastern portion. More than 
half of this population (52 percent) consists of minorities. The 1989 median household income 
of this population was $21,996 (compared to $34,186 for Queens and $29,823 for New York 
City as a whole). 

Replacement Yards 

As described in Chapter 3, land use around Blissville and Maspeth Yards is predominantly in
dustrial, with the exception of a small residential neighborhood across from a portion of Mas
peth Yard. The area around Fresh Pond Yard is predominantly residential, but a buffer of indus
trial and commercial buildings almost completely separates the yard from the residential uses. 
Mafera Park, a New York City Park, also abuts a small comer of Fresh Pond Yard. Highbridge 
Yard is separated from the nearest residential uses by grade changes and the Harlem River and 
Major Deegan Expressway. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

As described in Chapter 3, the area around the potential Babylon Yard expansion is industrial 
to the north and residential to the south. At Cerro Wire and Ronkonkoma sites, land use is 
predominantly industrial. Around the Pilgrim Hospital site, current land uses are a mix of 
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undeveloped land and institutional, but in the future, mixed-use development of some ofthe sur
rounding area may occur. At the Yaphank East site, surrounding land is agricultural on the 
south, wooded on the east, and industrial to the west. Southaven County Park is close to the 
Yaphank site on the east. At the Yaphank West site, surrounding land is either occupied by mu
nicipal uses or undeveloped and agricultural; the Suffolk County Farm and Education Center is 
just north of the Yaphank West site. The Riverhead site is bordered on the north by residences 
and on the south by undeveloped land. Directly east of the Riverhead site is the wooded Indian 
Island County Park. 

POSSIBLE IMPACTS DURING CONSTRUCTION 

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would result in disruptions and inconveniences in 
areas near the construction sites. Considering the size and scope of the project, however, the dis
ruption would be quite limited. Most of the work would occur either underground, with limited 
or no activity at the surface or in public areas, or in railroad yards that are separated from sur
rounding uses. Disruptions would occur near Grand Central Terminal in Manhattan, and near 
Northern Boulevard in Queens. Under Option 1 in Manhattan, extensive cut-and-cover construc
tion work would be required at 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Streets. Under Option 2, only limited cut
and-cover construction work would be required. Because it would result in far less disruption 
during construction, Option 2 is the preferred project option. 

Access to affected commercial establishments and residences would be maintained at all times 
during construction. In areas where sidewalks or street lanes are being closed for extended peri
ods of time, standard practices for maintaining access would be followed, including providing 
alternate routes of entry into buildings for employees, residents, and deliveries; providing appro
priate signage to direct people to these alternate entrances; establishing a traffic management 
plan to ensure vehicular access to affected buildings; and implementing an outreach program to 
share construction schedules, potential impacts, and mitigation measures with local retailers, 
businesses, and residents. 

Manhattan 

Option 1. Most of the work in Manhattan would be related to construction of the new tunnels 
deep beneath the surface. This would not be perceptible at the surface, except for some possible 
ground-borne noise during the few weeks of construction directly under some buildings (see the 
discussion below under "Vibration"). As described earlier, the cut-and-cover work would last 
2 to 4 years at any given location. During that time, portions of the sidewalk and curb lane 
would be closed. Total street closings would be required sporadically for deliveries. 

The cut-and-cover work near Park Avenue in the 40's and 50's would be disruptive to sur
rounding land uses, however. These uses are predominantly commercial, but do include some 
residential and hotel uses, as described above and in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public 
Policy." The anticipated sources of disturbance would include dust, noise, and vibration during 
surface excavation; storage and handling of construction materials; and temporary reductions in 
sidewalk width, traffic lanes, and curbside parking. (Specific information about effects on traf
fic, noise, and vibration is provided later in this chapter.) 

Option 2. For Option 2, an even greater portion of construction would occur well beneath the 
surface, with few impacts at the street level. Work at street entrances would be similar to Option 
1, as would work in front of 47 East 44th Street. In addition, some excavation would be required 
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on other streets in the area for substations and ventilation facilities. Limited cut-and-cover work 
would occur at 55th Street, which would disrupt traffic and pedestrian flows for about 8 months. 

Queens Alignment/Sunnyside Yard/Yard A/Harold Interlocking 

Most of the work along the Queens alignment and in the railroad yard complex would be buf
fered from surrounding uses and is not expected to result in impacts to open spaces in the 
area. Work in the existing 63rd Street Tunnel would not be perceptible at the surface, except for 
some possible ground-borne noise (see "Vibration," below). 

Construction activities on either side ofNorthem Boulevard at 41st Avenue (near Queens Plaza) 
would in effect continue the construction activities that have been ongoing there for the 63rd 
Street Tunnel Connector Project. The construction site being used for that project would also be 
used for East Side Access. This would cause some disruption (principally noise and also some 
vibration) at the Newcomers High School at 28-01 41st Avenue, adjacent to the site. To 
minimize disruptions at Newcomers High School, adjacent to the construction staging 
and tunnel access shaft in Long Island City, Queens, MT A would work with 
representatives from the school to develop a plan to mitigate the construction-related 
noise effects. Such a plan would include sound-insulating construction fencing and the 
installation of double-glazed windows or air conditioning units. MT A would continue to 
coordinate with school representatives throughout the construction period to address 
problems if they arise. 

Construction of the new Sunnyside station is not likely to disrupt surrounding land uses, which 
are predominantly industrial. Much of the construction activity would take place in the yard and 
would not be visible from the street level. Most material and equipment would be delivered to 
the site either by rail or through street access from Skillman A venue. Some work would involve 
using the eastbound curb lane and sidewalk on the Queens Boulevard bridge for short periods 
of time during off-peak periods. 

Replacement Yards 

The construction activities proposed at Blissville or Maspeth Yard, Fresh Pond Yard, and High
bridge Yard are relatively minor. Considering that uses immediate to Blissville and Maspeth are 
predominantly industrial, this work would cause little to no disruption to surrounding uses. 
While there are residences in the immediate vicinity of Fresh Pond Yard, a buffer of industrial 
uses lies between these residences and the potential construction site in the yard, so work is not 
likely to disrupt them. Construction is also not likely to disrupt the activities in Mafera Park, 
just west of the yard, which is buffered from the yard by trees and other vegetation. 

Long Island Storage Yards 

The impacts associated with constructing new LIRR yards on Long Island would vary de
pending on the yard sites selected. At Cerro Wire and Ronkonkoma, construction would be un
likely to be disruptive to surrounding uses, as those uses are predominantly industrial. At the 
Yaphank East site, the Suffolk County Department of Public Works' storage and stockpiling 
area, as well as a privately owned tree farm, would have to be relocated. At the Yaphank West 
site, construction generally would not disturb surrounding agricultural and municipal uses. It 
could, however, be disruptive to the nearby Suffolk County Farm and Education Center. At 
Babylon and Riverhead, construction would occur adjacent to residences and therefore could be 
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disruptive. At Babylon, residences as well as commercial establishments would be displaced by 
construction of a new yard. 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND RELOCATION 

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would generate economic activity throughout the 
construction period. At the same time, it would also introduce the potential for adverse impacts 
on businesses near the construction sites, as described below. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS DURING THE CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 

Construction of the proposed project would generate economic benefits for New York City and 
New York State, particularly from the creation of construction jobs and wages and salaries paid 
to construction workers, as well as indirect economic activity generated from the direct expendi
tures throughout the regional economy (often referred to as the "ripple" or "multiplier" effect). 
With an estimated construction cost of approximately $4.71 billion, Option 1 would generate 
significant economic benefits. Option 2, with costs of approximately $4.34 billion, would have 
slightly fewer construction costs and economic benefits than Option 1 .* 

As a result of direct expenditures, the direct employment from construction activities in both 
Option 1 and Option 2 would be an estimated 14,200 person-years.** In addition to employment 
directly attributable to construction of the proposed project, indirect employment would occur 
from the construction expenditures, including jobs in business establishments providing goods 
and services to the contractors, as well as in businesses that would provide goods and services 
to construction workers. Secondary employment from both options is expected to be consider
able. While no specific effort is made here to quantify such indirect and induced benefits, it is 
universally accepted that investments of this magnitude in major transportation infrastructure 
projects would result in tens of thousands of induced jobs throughout the regional and national 
economy. 

Employment from the project would be concentrated at the peak of construction, between the 
years 2004 and 2010, when nearly 90 percent of construction period employment would occur. 

POTENTIAL ADVERSE ECONOMIC EFFECTS DURING CONSTRUCTION 

Economic Effects due to Disruption 

In areas adjacent to particularly disruptive construction activities, economic conditions could be 
affected. In particular, this could occur near the cut-and-cover areas in Manhattan. Around other 
construction areas, including the work in Queens and at Blissville or Maspeth Yard, Fresh Pond 
Yard, and Highbridge Yard, construction activities would be largely contained on the construc
tion sites and no adverse effects on economic conditions would be expected. 

The disturbance associated with the extensive cut-and-cover construction required in Manhattan 
could affect economic conditions of businesses nearby. The anticipated sources of disturbance 

* 

** 

Construction costs include hard and soft construction costs, engineering, management, rolling stock, 
real estate, escalation, and contingency and have been escalated to the midpoint year of construction. 

A person-year is the equivalent of one employee working full-time for 1 year. Person-years were esti-
mated by East Side Access Project, Program Manager. 
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would include dust, noise, and vibration during surface excavation; storage and handling of con
struction materials; and temporary reductions in sidewalk width, traffic lanes, and curbside 
parking. The effects would be substantially worse under Option 1 than under Option 2. Effects 
could be expected on pedestrian and shopping patterns, even for a temporary period of time. 
Real or perceived changes to the physical environment~including narrower sidewalks areas 
that impede and constrain pedestrian flow, especially for shoppers with large bags or carts; un
even sidewalks or slippery plates; or removal of curbside parking that acts as a safety buffer be
tween pedestrian and vehicular traffic~may divert pedestrians and shoppers from their typical 
patterns. In addition, elimination of parking lanes and reduction in the number of through lanes 
are likely to make deliveries to stores and businesses more difficult. Additional time may be re
quired to load and unload trucks, probably resulting in an increase in the retailers' operating ex
penses. Possible economic impacts could occur to businesses in these construction areas, par
ticularly those that may be marginal. This depends not only on the construction activities, but 
also on the type and size ofbusinesses in the construction zone. Smaller retailers~particularly 
those that have competitors nearby~may lose customers who might prefer to shop in a quieter 
and more comfortable environment. 

Displacement and Relocation 

As described in Chapter 5, "Economic Conditions" acquisition of private property is required 
for construction of the Preferred Alternative. Private property is required in Manhattan for the 
new entrances to GCT and the new ventilation facility on 44th Street, and in Queens for im
provements to Harold Interlocking. In addition, permanent subsurface easements are required 
beneath a number of properties in Manhattan, to allow the tunnel to travel from the existing 63rd 
Street Tunnel to GCT. In addition, private and/or public property must be permanently acquired 
for the storage yard sites on Long Island (see Chapter 5). These acquisitions would occur prior 
to construction, and most would be permanent. In addition to those permanent acquisitions, the 
project would require certain temporary acquisitions for construction activities. Specifically, 
Option 1 would require temporary acquisitions of basement spaces in four private buildings in 
Manhattan during construction, and the project may require temporary use of private property 
near the Harold Interlocking in Queens. 

Manhattan Option 1. In addition to those properties permanently acquired for the project, 
Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative would require temporary use of private property during the 
construction period. Specifically, Option 1 would require the use of basements in four private 
properties~the Racquet & Tennis Club, Lever House, 400 Park Avenue, and 410 Park Avenue. 
The work in these properties would last approximately 2 years at each property. During that 
time, the existing uses in those basements would be displaced. After construction is complete, 
the basement spaces would be returned to the property owners. Affected uses are as follows: 

• Racquet & Tennis Club (370 Park Avenue): In this building, Option l's construction activi
ties would require use of a lunchroom, storage space, and a bathroom currently used by a 
tenant, American Express; a locker room used by Racquet & Tennis Club members; and a 
third space currently used by a tenant, Bank of New York. These spaces are nonessential to 
business operations. 

• Lever House (390 Park Avenue): Construction activities associated with Option 1 would re
quire use of the 200-space parking garage in the basement of that building and a 40-foot by 
40-foot space. The garage is currently operated by Kinney Parking. The garage would not 
operate during the construction period. 
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• 400 Park A venue: Option 1 would require the use of a 5 ,000-square-foot basement storage 
space used by a tenant, Syms clothing store. 

• 410 Park Avenue: In 410 Park Avenue, a space currently used as an elevator machine room 
in a sub-basement would be used. There is a possibility that construction in 410 Park Ave
nue could take one elevator at a time out of service for the duration of construction. 

Queens. In Queens, in addition to the permanent acquisition of a portion or all of the commer
cial building at 3856-3864 43rd Street (see Chapter 5), one construction option may require a 
construction easement to use a portion of General Motors property west of 43rd Street as an ac
cess and staging area for work along the Harold Interlocking between 43rd and 48th Streets. 
This space is currently occupied by approximately 28 parking spaces. This property would not 
be required after construction in this area is complete. 

Relocation Procedures. As detailed in Chapter 5, as a federally funded project, East Side Ac
cess would be required to follow federal acquisition and relocation regulations. The rights of 
owners and tenants of real property acquired to implement the proposed project, including per
manent easements, are protected under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (the Uniform Act). The Uniform Act provides for 
equitable treatment of persons displaced from their homes, businesses or farms by federal and 
federally assisted programs. It also establishes uniform and equitable land acquisition proce
dures. Entitlements for property owners under the law include the following: 

• Just compensation for property, which may not be less than the acquiring agency's approved 
appraisal of the fair market value; 

• Determination of just compensation by a court oflaw; 

• The opportunity to accompany the appraiser who appraises their property; 

• Written statement of, and summary of the basis for the amount established by the acquiring 
agency as just compensation; 

• Payment of the agreed upon purchase price (or a deposit in the court) before being required 
to surrender possession of the property; 

• Reimbursement for certain expenses incidental to transfer of title to the acquiring agency; 

• Reimbursement for certain litigation expenses; 

• At least 90 days' written notice to vacate occupied property; 

• Relocation services and payments, where applicable; these may involve housing supple
ments, moving cost, etc. for residential acquisitions, or reestablishment, moving costs, etc. 
for business, nonprofit, or farm acquisitions; and 

• Written statement or brochure advising property owners of their rights and entitlements, and 
assurance that they receive all of the services and payments to which they are entitled under 
federal and state law and regulations. 

VISUAL AND AESTHETIC CONSIDERATIONS 

Most of the construction work required for the Preferred Alternative would occur in areas not 
accessible to the public. These areas are also, for the most part, not visible to the public. 

17-29 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

MANHATTAN 

In Manhattan, the cut-and-cover work associated with the Preferred Alternative would clearly 
be visible to the public in its early stages. During the first approximately 2 months, these loca
tions would be open excavation areas surrounded by plywood fencing. Construction equipment 
would likely be visible behind the fences. Traffic and pedestrian patterns would be diverted as 
well (see the discussion below under "Transportation"). Overall, this work would not be greatly 
different from construction activities that typically occur throughout Manhattan, where pedes
trian walkways and construction equipment are not uncommon. Once the excavation areas are 
covered with concrete decking panels, construction would be less visible at street level. How
ever, there would still be areas of the sidewalk and street used by contractors as construction 
staging areas. As described earlier, the cut-and-cover work required for construction would be 
far more extensive under Option 1 than under Option 2. 

The work in GCT and related to the new street entrances to the terminal would be closed off 
from the public by construction walls made of plywood fencing. Consequently, while the public 
might be aware that construction was under way, the construction activities themselves would 
not be visible. The work to excavate an approximately 30-foot deep area at 47 East 44th Street 
would similarly be shielded from public view. However, as is typical for construction of 
buildings in Manhattan, the site would be used as a construction staging area prior to actual con
struction. Trucks entering and leaving the site would be visible, as would construction equip
ment on the site. While a plywood wall would block direct views from the sidewalk into the site, 
once the first story of the building was complete, it would be visible both from the sidewalk and 
from surrounding buildings. 

ROOSEVELT ISLAND 

The work on Roosevelt Island associated with the new underground substation enclosure would 
be minor and short-term. The construction area would be surrounded by a fence during that 
time. 

QUEENS ALIGNMENT/SUNNYSIDE YARD/YARD A/HAROLD INTERLOCKING 

Although extensive construction activities would occur in Queens, most of this work would not 
be visible to the public. All of the work within Yard A and Sunnyside Yard would be largely in
visible, since those yards are separated from surrounding neighborhoods by grade changes, 
fences, and bulky industrial buildings. Most work outside the yards would be enclosed by 
fencing, limiting views of the construction materials and equipment. Construction activities that 
would be most visible in Queens would be related to the new Sunnyside station and the Harold 
Interlocking work between 43rd and 48th Streets. 

Construction activities at Northern Boulevard and 41st Avenue (on the current construction site 
for the 63rd Street Tunnel Connector Project) and across Northern Boulevard at 2950-2970 
Northern Boulevard would be enclosed by high fencing, to limit visual disruption to the area. 
The conveyor used to transport materials excavated from the Manhattan tunnels across Northern 
Boulevard would be visible to the public from Northern Boulevard. Efforts would be made to 
work with the community to safeguard against complaints about dust, noise, traffic and aes
thetics during construction of the Preferred Alternative. 

Some parts of the new Sunnyside station would be highly visible during construction, because 
of its location on and adjacent to the Queens Boulevard bridge. These elements would include 
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the "headhouse" which would open onto Queens Boulevard and the elevated pedestrian walk
ways connecting to the platforms below. However, these construction elements would not sig
nificantly affect the visual character of the area, which consists of a bridge with an elevated sub
way over an active rail yard in an industrial area. 

At the Harold Interlocking between 43rd and 48th Streets, just east of Sunnyside Yard, work on 
the viaduct and bridges across local streets would be visible to the surrounding community. 

REPLACEMENT YARDS 

The construction activities required at either Blissville or Maspeth Yard would be minor in ex
tent and duration, and would not result in significant visual changes from the existing conditions 
at either of those yards. At Fresh Pond Yard, the limited construction activity associated with 
building a new structure in the center of the yard would not result in significant visual changes, 
either. 

While the work required at Highbridge Yard would be extensive, the yard is separated from 
other uses and potential viewers by grade changes and distance. Drivers on the Major Deegan 
Expressway and residents of apartment buildings some distance from the yard would be able to 
see the construction activities. This would not result in significant visual impacts during 
construction. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

The work required to construct new LIRR yards on Long Island would be minor in extent and 
duration. At Cerro Wire, Yaphank East, Yaphank West, Ronkonkoma, and Pilgrim Hospital 
sites, the yards would be separated from surrounding sensitive visual receptors and not result in 
significant visual impacts during construction. At Babylon and Riverhead sites, construction 
barriers would be erected to shield areas of construction from surrounding streets and 
residences. 

HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Construction activities associated with the Preferred Alternative would take place beneath 
several historic resources in Manhattan. The tunneling work would be performed to limit vibra
tions, so that no damage would occur to historic resources above the construction sites (see the 
discussion under "Vibration," below). The Preferred Alternative would also involve physical al
terations to historic structures in Manhattan, as follows: 

• In Option 1, three historic resources would be physically altered-Grand Central Terminal, 
the Racquet & Tennis Club, and Lever House. The project would alter some of the public 
as well as nonpublic spaces in GCT, and Option 1 would require underpinning of the 
Racquet & Tennis Club and Lever House. 

• In Option 2, only one historic resource, Grand Central Terminal, would be altered. 

Both options would also involve construction activities adjacent to the Yale Club, which is also 
a historic resource. (See Chapter 7, "Historic Resources," for a detailed discussion ofhistoric 
resources.) To avoid damage to these historic structures, a construction protection plan would 
be developed and implemented in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) at the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation during the 
project's ongoing consultation with that agency. The construction protection plan is included as 
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part of the Programmatic Agreement executed by FT A, MT A/LIRR, and SHPO for this 
project. 

In Queens, construction in the Sunnyside Yard/Yard A rail yard complex would occur near two 
historic railroad structures, Switch Tower Q and former Signal Cabin F. These structures would 
also be included in the construction protection plan to be approved by SHPO prior to the start 
of construction and included in the project's Programmatic Agreement. 

MTA's transportation facilities are exempt from local laws and ordinances pursuant to Public 
Authorities Law Section 1266, Subdivision 8. The MTA nevertheless intends to continue to seek 
the advice and counsel ofthe New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) as it 
goes forward in the same manner as it has in the past. As MTA's plans develop, MTA antici
pates that it will submit to LPC information regarding the project, and would expect that LPC, 
if it so chooses, would hold a public hearing and issue a report on the MTA's plans in the man
ner that LPC issues reports with respect to city-owned properties. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

As described in Chapter 8, "Archaeological Resources," there is a possibility that some of the 
sites to be affected by the Preferred Alternative may contain buried archaeological resources. If 
any resources are present on project sites, they could be disturbed by construction activities for 
the Preferred Alternative. To avoid significant adverse impacts on archaeological resources, ad
ditional work will be performed in consultation with SHPO where the potential for archaeologi
cal resources has been identified. The steps to be taken are outlined in the project's Program
matic Agreement. These would include the following measures. Once preliminary engineering 
is under way, soil borings would be performed in all locations identified as potentially signif
icant (where soil borings have not already been completed and analyzed for the EIS analysis). 
The results of the borings would be used to determine depths of fill, to better understand the 
sensitivity of the areas to be affected by the project. The potential for impacts would then be re
evaluated. If the potential for any significant adverse impacts is identified, appropriate 
mitigation measures would be developed through ongoing consultation with SHPO, so that no 
adverse impact would occur. Mitigation measures may include subsurface archaeological testing 
to identify the presence or absence of archaeological features, followed by an assessment of 
their eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. For any sites to be affected by the 
project that are identified as having archaeological features present that are eligible for the 
National Register, mitigation will be developed. As appropriate, this may include data recovery 
in the form of a full-scale excavation. 

TRANSPORTATION 

During construction, the Preferred Alternative has the potential to significantly affect several 
components of the area's transportation system. Most notable would be the effects of construc
tion on Metro-North Railroad's operations due to work in GCT as well as along the Park Ave
nue tunnel from 52nd to 56th Streets in Option 1; disruption to street and pedestrian traffic due 
to cut-and-cover construction at several midblock locations in Midtown, which would be much 
more extensive under Option 1; operational effects on NYCT subway especially due to the cut
and-cover construction across Northern Boulevard in Queens; and the effects of work within the 
Harold Interlocking on Amtrak and NJ Transit operations. 
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COMMUTER RAIL 

Effects on Metro-North Railroad-Option 1 

Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative would require extensive track outages of various MNR 
tracks leading to or in GCT, to allow access for the underpinning of four buildings on Park Ave
nue, underpinning ofMNR tracks, alterations to MNR's East Side yard at GCT, and other re
lated project work. These outages are described below. As detailed below, these track outages 
would adversely affect MNR's service in the event of service disruptions. As a result, MNR's 
on-time performance would be expected to deteriorate. In addition, the ability of MNR to per
form routine track work and infrastructure maintenance without requiring service changes or re
ductions would be adversely affected. The potential effect on MNR service during construction 
of Option 1 is one of the reasons that Option 2, which does not require those disruptions, is the 
preferred option. 

Metro-North Tracks (rom 52nd to 56th Street. The underpinning of the four buildings on the 
west side of Park Avenue between 52nd and 55th Streets would require closing of some MNR 
tracks in this area during the construction of Option 1. In addition, some disruption to MNR 
operations would be required for the construction of the new LIRR tunnel beneath the existing 
MNR structure between 54th and 56th Streets. As discussed previously, the work in this area 
would consist of soil stabilization and the underpinning of the existing columns supporting the 
MNR tracks. 

North of approximately 57th Street, the Metro-North tunnel consists of four tracks. South of 
57th Street, as the tunnel approaches GCT, these tracks fan out into a number of tracks, called 
"throat tracks," that enable trains to access all of the upper- and lower-level platforms in GCT. 
The throat tracks are tracks B, on the east side of the tunnel, through J, on the west side (track 
A is no longer used as a throat track). Three throat tracks (B, F, and J) provide access to lower
level platforms, Madison Yard, and the East Side storage yard; and six throat tracks (C, D, E, G, 
H, and I) provide access to upper-level platforms. 

During construction of Option 1, the westernmost throat track (track J), would be taken out of 
service while adjacent LIRR tunnels are constructed under Park Avenue buildings and while the 
soil below the track is supported in preparation for new tunnels to run beneath it. This combined 
service outage would last a total of approximately 3Yz years. The loss of track J would signifi
cantly affect MNR's operations, which require the flexibility of having all three tracks to the 
lower level available; moreover, any service disruptions would be compounded by the absence 
of track J. 

Prior to track J's decommissioning, a number of tracks and platforms within GCT that are 
served by track J would be taken out of service in connection with the project. These include the 
Madison Yard tracks and Metro-North revenue tracks 114-117 (which together are the area to 
be converted to LIRR tracks and platforms under Option 1), and tracks at MNR's East Yard, 
which would be altered by the project. This significantly reduces the need to use track J as a 
throat track for GCT's lower level. Other lower-level tracks currently served by track J would 
remain in service (including tracks 101-113) and would still be served by throat tracks C and F. 
While this should provide sufficient capacity to preserve Metro-North service during normal 
operations, Metro-North's ability to recover from operational incidences would be seriously af
fected by the loss of Track J. 
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In addition, track outages would be required on tracks F, G, H, and I to permit the construction 
of tunnel support structures below. Tracks F and G would have to be taken out of service con
tinuously for 3 months each. Tracks H and I would have to be taken out of service during off
peak hours and weekends for a longer period of time, as discussed below. In addition, while 
each of those tracks is out of service, an adjacent track would also have to be taken out of ser
vice for between five and eight weekends, depending on the particular track outage location. 

On the throat tracks serving the lower level, tracks F and J would not be taken out of service out 
at the same time. This is important because service to the lower level of GCT is provided by 
only three tracks-tracks B, F and J-and Metro-North could not operate its weekday service 
with only a single track to the lower level. To avoid taking tracks F and J out of service at the 
same time, the work near track F would have to either precede the track J outage requirement or 
occur only during the weekend when no service to the lower level of GCT is provided. If track 
F is out of service only on weekends, the work nearby would take approximately 30 weekends 
(or 8 months) to complete. Outages on track B would not be required. 

On the throat tracks serving the upper level, Track G would be taken out of service continuously 
for a period of 3 months without adversely affecting Metro-North's operations to the upper level 
of GCT. To avoid significant adverse impacts to Metro-North's operations that could occur if 
tracks H and I were out of service at the same time, these tracks would only be taken out of ser
vice one at a time and during off-peak hours and weekends. This off-peak and weekend work 
would require a combined total of approximately 1 year to complete. (Simultaneous track 
outages on track H and I would prevent access to certain "ladder" tracks, thereby adversely af
fecting service to west side platforms 34 to 42.) 

Some additional track outages for throat tracks serving GCT's upper-level would be required for 
utility relocations and related work. Specifically, track outages would be required on track C for 
1 month, and tracks D and E for subsequent periods of 3 months each. The track outage on track 
C would adversely affect train movements from "ladder" tracks M and 0, which connect to up
per-level platforms and tracks. 

In summary, during the peak period, up to two tracks would be out of service continuously and 
at the same time: track J serving the lower level of GCT, and either track C, D, E, or G serving 
the upper level ofGCT. During off-peak hours and weekends, up to three tracks would be out 
of service at one time. Tracks H and I would be taken out of service only during off-peak hours 
and weekends and track F would be taken out of service only during the weekends. 

While the construction activities associated with the Preferred Alternative's Option 1 would be 
performed without reducing Metro-North's planned future service levels, they would never
theless result in temporary adverse impacts on MNR service. Schedule resiliency, or the ability 
of the system to absorb delay, and the recoverability of the railroad in the event of equipment 
failure or another operational incident would be adversely affected for as long as the track 
outages are required. As a result, MNR's on-time performance would be expected to deteriorate. 
In addition, the ability of MNR to perform routine track work and infrastructure maintenance 
without requiring service changes or reductions would be adversely affected. 

Measures to minimize prolonged disruptions to Metro-North service resulting from the track 
outage requirements of Option 1 would include reducing the number of tracks taken out of ser
vice during peak periods and sequencing track outages to maximize the efficient completion of 
construction tasks. Different track outage plans would be developed to reduce the potential to 
cause MNR service disruptions, while maximizing the number of working hours to shorten the 
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construction period. The optimum solution would be determined with the help of a simulation 
model to test the effects of delays and equipment failures under a variety of track outage 
schemes. 

Metro-North Tracks in GCT. Option 1 would require the removal ofMNR's revenue tracks 
114, 115, and 116 as well as storage tracks 117 to 125. However, before construction activities 
can begin in this area, storage capacity in MNR's East Yard, on the lower level ofGCT, would 
be restored. Once these tracks are available for MNR use, the lower-level terminal area west of 
track 113 would be available for construction of the Preferred Alternative. 

After providing replacement space for MNR trains, one of the first steps in the construction pro
cess for the lower level would involve the relocation, underpinning, or removal of existing struc
tural columns as well as the relocation of track 113. This work would affect MNR operations on 
the upper level. The general sequence of work, which would proceed in a westerly direction, 
would be to take two MNR tracks and the island platform on the upper level out of service while 
the structural reframing on the lower level proceeds. The general sequence would be to perform 
the construction in three stages. Stage 1 would involve upper-level tracks 32 and 33 and plat
form P; Stage 2 would involve tracks 34 and 35 and platform Q; and Stage 3 would involve 
tracks 36 and 3 7 and platform R. 

Each stage would take approximately 6 months. To minimize the overall impacts on MNR 
operations, the reconstruction of platform P for the off-street entrance at 45th Street as well as 
the new stair to the 47th Street cross passageway would be constructed concurrently. The 47th 
Street cross passageway would remain in service, but the stair leading to the upper-level plat
form would be taken out of service. 

In addition, work on the off-street entrance proposed at 245 Park A venue would also affect the 
existing 47th Street cross passage. Specifically, the eastern end of the cross passage (which does 
not currently lead to an exit) would be closed. This work could also require closure to platform 
E and adjacent tracks 11 and 13 for 6 to 12 months. 

The relocation of columns on the lower level would require taking out of service tracks 38 to 42 
and platforms S, T, and U at various times. No more than two tracks would be taken out of ser
vice at any given time. Track 38 to 39 and platformS would be taken out of service for a 6-
month period, continuously and concurrently with the work rebuilding the upper-level track 
structure for the cross passageways. Next, tracks 39 and 40 and platform T would be taken out 
of service continuously for another 6 months. Finally, tracks 41 and 42 and platform U would 
be taken out of service continuously for a period of approximately 8 months. 

The activities associated with the underpinning of Metro-North columns in GCT under Option 
1 would be performed without reducing MNR's planned future service levels. However, they 
would nevertheless adversely impact MNR service in the areas of schedule resiliency and the 
recoverability. 

Upper-Level Loop Track in GCT. During construction of the new lower level-loop track under 
Option 1, one ofMNR's upper-level storage tracks (track 3) would be taken out of service. This 
would occur after alternative storage space is created for MNR at the lower-level East Yard and 
therefore this service outage would not have an adverse impact on MNR's operations. 
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Effects on Metro-North Railroad-Option 2 

Because Option 2's tunnels, tracks, and platforms would be deeper than under Option 1, Option 
2 would not require the soil stabilization and underpinning work beneath and around Metro
North's tracks. Consequently, Option 2 would eliminate the extensive disruptions to MNR that 
are required under Option 1. 

Metro-North Tracks (rom 52nd to 56th Street. Construction of Option 2 would not require any 
changes in MNR service in this vicinity. 

Metro-North Tracks in GCT. The work for Option 2 in GCT would be less extensive than what 
is required for Option 1 and would not require relocating, underpinning or removing existing 
structural columns, or relocating track 113. To avoid underpinning MNR columns, ventilation 
and vertical circulation shafts would be excavated between existing columns. Most of the work 
in the lower level of GCT would involve removing existing tracks and constructing a concrete 
platform to form the mezzanine. However, in order to construct the 48th Street entrance, MNR's 
work train tracks 94 and 95 would need to be shortened. 

However, work on the off-street entrance proposed at 245 Park Avenue would affect the existing 
47th Street cross passage. Specifically, the eastern end of the cross passage (which does not cur
rently lead to an exit) would be closed. This work could also require closure to platform E and 
adjacent tracks 11 and 13 for 6 to 12 months. 

Effects on LIRR Service 

Some of the construction work at Harold Interlocking is likely to require the rerouting of some 
LIRR trains, either within the track complex at the interlocking itself or elsewhere. Specific ser
vice plans would be developed in conjunction with the formulation of construction staging 
plans. A chief objective of the construction staging plans would be to minimize dislocations to 
LIRR service. 

The LIRR successfully managed service adjustments during a major capital project that rebuilt 
much of Harold Interlocking several years ago. The same kind of planning would be employed 
to accommodate construction for the Preferred Alternative of East Side Access. 

Effects on Amtrak and NJ Transit 

The work on Harold Interlocking would be staged so it would not adversely affect Amtrak's 
operations through the interlocking. As described earlier, the work would be performed in five 
stages. The first stage would be to construct new tracks to detour train traffic around work areas, 
and the second stage would reroute trains onto those temporary tracks. Then, once the improve
ments at Harold Interlocking are completed, Amtrak trains would be relocated to those new 
tracks. 

Currently, neither NJ Transit nor Amtrak are required to go through Harold Interlocking to ac
cess storage tracks at Sunnyside Yard. Construction in the vicinity of the yard would be staged 
so that all operations at the yard could continue undiminished. Access by NJ Transit and Amtrak 
to Sunnyside Yard via a minimum of two loop tracks would be maintained during construction 
of the tunnels under the yard and during work at Harold Interlocking. If freight trains are used 
to transport materials during construction, the approximately two 20-car freight trains per 
day that would carry supplies into and spoil out of construction areas would pass through 
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Yard A and use the Montauk Branch during off-peak hours. These trains would not travel 
through Amtrak's property at Sunnyside Yard. 

Since the approach structures at the east end of the bored tunnels at Harold Interlocking 
are proposed for construction subsequent to bored tunnel construction, materials and 
equipment could be delivered to these work areas directly from Yard A through the tun
nels, greatly reducing the need for surface vehicles to operate through Sunnyside Yard. 
Access points for work in the vicinity of Harold Interlocking would include the CM prop
erty at 43rd Street (south of the interlocking) and the access road from the 39th Street 
Bridge (north of the interlocking). These access points to construction areas would not di
rectly impact any of Amtrak's maintenance and operations facilities within Sunnyside 
Yard. 

Some structural work, as well as catenary and track relocations, signalization and other 
systems upgrades in the vicinity of Harold Interlocking, would require work to be per
formed from work trains. As a result, these operations would require the use of tracks in 
Harold Interlocking. Extensive coordination between the LIRR, Amtrak, project designers 
and contractors during final design and construction would establish schedules and 
allowable work hours for each construction operation at every work location. 

While cut-and-cover work is occurring in Yard A, a temporary track would be provided to Am
trak to facilitate access to their new high-speed rail service and inspection (S&I) shop. While the 
location of this track may shift during the course of Yard A work, construction would be 
phased so that Amtrak would have continuous access to the S&I shop. In addition, the tempo
rary relocation of track for Amtrak access of Sunnyside Yard from the Hell Gate line would be 
provided throughout the construction period. The construction plan at Sunnyside calls for the 
TBM launch wall to be located within Yard A, north of existing Amtrak buildings and 
Amtrak storage tracks in Sunnyside Yard. As such, East Side Access would not affect body 
tracks 1 and 2 or outbound motor and north runner tracks at Sunnyside Yard during 
construction. 

SUBWAYS 

Manhattan 

In Manhattan, a number of subway lines cross or come in close proximity to the alignment of the 
Preferred Alternative. As described earlier, the Option 1 alignment would be close to several 
subway lines and therefore may require support structures for those tunnels. The Option 1 align
ment would pass both above and below theE and F subway lines at 53rd Street, below theN and 
R lines at 60th Street, and below the 4, 5, and 6 lines at Lexington Avenue near 61 st Street. The 
Option 2 alignment would pass well below (more than 25 feet) all of those subway lines in 
Manhattan. Both options would connect to the lower level of the existing 63rd Street Tunnel at 
Second A venue, just below the subway lines that use the upper level of the tunnel. The specific 
effects on subway lines in Manhattan of construction of the two different options are described 
below. 

Option 1. In Option 1, support for the subway lines may be required. The installation of the 
support system would require outages during off-peak hours. In addition, the alignment would 
require the reconstruction of the NYCT 53rd Street ventilation facility. Outages to theE and F 
train in off-peak hours may be required to construct the vent plant. In this and other areas where 
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the alignment comes within 200 feet of an existing subway line, the following measures would 
be taken: 

• A control survey of the existing tunnel's horizontal and vertical alignment would be con-
ducted prior to the start of construction; and 

• Instrumentation would monitor the subway tunnel for settlement and vibration, as required. 

Option 2. As noted above, Option 2 would be located well below the subway lines in Man
hattan. No impact on NYCT operations is expected under Option 2. 

63rd Street Tunnel 

Rehabilitation of the 63rd Street Tunnel to prepare it for East Side Access use may require ac
cess to active subway tracks on the upper level of the tunnel. Should this be necessary, work 
would be staged during nights and weekends, to minimize impacts to subway operations. 

During construction design, subsoil conditions, effects of construction dewatering, settlement 
prevention and mitigation for existing tunnels, and other environmental considerations will be 
evaluated in depth. 

Queens 

As described earlier, the alignment for the Preferred Alternative in Queens crosses under both 
underground and elevated subway lines as it passes beneath Northern Boulevard. Specifically, 
the G and R (local service) and E and F (express service) lines run beneath Northern Boulevard 
and the N (local service) line runs above on a viaduct. All these trains stop at Queens Plaza, just 
south of the area that would be affected by the project's construction work. 

The operations of these subway lines under and over Northern Boulevard would be temporarily 
affected by construction of the Preferred Alternative. Disruptions would occur during under
pinning and construction of the bathtub's jet grout walls and piles along the alignment, in the 
area just north of Queens Plaza. Service disruptions would be expected on the G, R, E, and F 
trains between Queens Plaza and Roosevelt A venue express stops during nights and weekends 
only. 

Four tracks, two in each direction, currently serve both express (E and F) trains and local (G and 
R) trains between Queens Plaza and Roosevelt Avenue. Over an approximately 3-month period, 
for the installation of the jet grout walls, up to two tracks would need to be taken out of service 
during weekday nights (between 11 PM and 5 AM) and on weekends (from 11 PM Friday to 5 
AM Monday). The 3-month time period allotted for this work assumes that track outages would 
be allowed every weekend without interruption. Following the installation of the jet grout walls, 
the bathtub cut-off walls would be constructed. No track outages would be required for this 
work, which would take approximately 6 months to complete. The installation of the piles to 
support the NYCT subway structure would follow the construction of the bathtub. Again, up to 
two tracks would be taken out of service during weekday nights and on weekends for approxi
mately 2 months. 

Train reroutings and their effects on NYCT customers would be as follows: 

• Westbound local service would be rerouted to the express tracks, and eastbound express 
service would be rerouted to the local tracks. During this period, since no westbound local 
service would be provided between Roosevelt A venue and Queens Boulevard, customers 
wanting to get off at 36th Street, Steinway Street, 46th Street, Northern Boulevard, or 65th 
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Street would bypass their local stop, detrain at Queens Plaza, and backtrack on the east
bound local to their destination. Customers at those local stops wanting to board a west
bound train would have to take the eastbound local to Roosevelt Avenue where they would 
connect with the westbound express. Travel between the local stops would require two 
transfers. 

• Later, the eastbound local service would be rerouted to the express tracks and the west
bound express service would be rerouted to the local tracks. The same service disruption as 
described above would occur, in the reverse direction of travel. 

STREET DISRUPTIONS: VEHICULAR TRAFFIC, PARKING, AND PEDESTRIANS 

Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require closing sidewalks and vehicular traffic 
lanes, in some cases for short durations and in other cases for longer, and could cause changes 
to vehicular traffic patterns in the vicinity of traffic lane closures. Disruptions in Manhattan 
would be much more extensive under Option 1 than Option 2, as described below. To minimize 
any potential impacts of construction activities on traffic, Maintenance and Protection of 
Traffic Plans (MPTs) would be developed and implemented. At all times, at least one 
moving travel lane would be maintained on each affected street. On streets where lane 
closures would be necessary, on-street parking would be prohibited and parking regu
lations would be changed to "No Standing Anytime" to ensure continued vehicular flow. 
Access to loading areas and driveways would be maintained during construction. As most 
Midtown Manhattan streets typically have one effective moving travel lane, with curbs typically 
occupied by delivery vehicles, taxis, and parked cars, this would not significantly change traffic 
conditions in Midtown. 

Manhattan-Option 1 

In Manhattan, for Option 1, portions of the street and sidewalk would need to be closed for the 
cut-and-cover work on 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Streets (for underpinning work done at 370, 390, 
400, and 410 Park Avenue; for tunnel access; for ventilation plant utility relocations; and for 
ventilation plant construction), at 44th through 48th Streets (for construction of new LIRR en
trances and passageways to GCT), and at 51st Street (for construction of a substation). 

52nd Street. For underpinning work at the Racquet & Tennis Club, the sidewalk and the curb 
lane along one side of 52nd Street at a time would need to be closed for about 2 years. Spe
cifically, during removal of the north wall of GCT (on the south side of 52nd Street), the south 
sidewalk and curb lane would be closed, while during underpinning work at the Racquet & 
Tennis Club (north of 52nd Street), the north sidewalk and curb lane would be closed. The side
walk closure would extend for about 60 feet west of Park A venue; the curb lane closure would 
extend for about 150 feet to accommodate cranes and other construction work zone material as 
well as a temporary walkway around the construction zone for pedestrians. 

The middle lane of 52nd Street would also be used intermittently by delivery vehicles loading 
and unloading materials at the construction zone. It is anticipated that the use of this middle lane 
(i.e., the travel lane) by construction-related vehicles could be restricted to off-peak hours. 
Therefore, to avoid effectively closing the street, parking would need to be prohibited along 
both curbs during working periods for about 150 feet west of Park Avenue. 

No parking regulation changes are required on the north curb since parking regulations are cur
rently "No Standing Anytime." However, to mitigate potential traffic impacts during construe-
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tion, parking regulations on the south curb would need to change from "No Standing Except 
Trucks Loading and Unloading, 7 AM to 7 PM, Except Sunday," to "No Standing Anytime." In 
addition, deliveries would be precluded on that side of 52nd Street. Approximately seven curb 
parking spaces would be lost. However, access would still need to be maintained to the one 
truck loading bay at 40 East 52nd Street (south side of the street). 

53rd Street. For underpinning work at the Racquet & Tennis Club and Lever House, and for re
construction of the NYCT ventilation facility under the street, the sidewalk and the curb lane 
along one side of 53rd Street at a time would need to be closed for about 4 years total. Spe
cifically, during underpinning work at the Racquet & Tennis Club (south of 52nd Street), the 
south sidewalk and curb lane would be closed, while during underpinning work at Lever House 
(north of 52nd Street), the north sidewalk and curb lane would be closed. During subsequent re
construction of the NYCT ventilation facility, either the north or the south sidewalk and curb 
lane may be closed. The sidewalk closure would extend for about 60 feet west of Park A venue; 
the curb lane closures would extend for about 150 feet, including provision for a temporary pe
destrian walkway around the construction zone. In addition, during the same time period, venti
lation plant reconstruction would necessitate lane closures along 53rd Street for a distance of ap
proximately 160 feet. One roadway lane would be closed full-time during excavation and con
struction, which would necessitate prohibiting parking along one curb lane. 

The middle lane of 53rd Street would also be used intermittently by construction-related deli
very vehicles, although these activities would be restricted to off-peak hours. Since usage of the 
one remaining lane on 53rd Street by construction vehicles would completely close the street to 
through trat11c, mitigating measures would be needed to direct traffic to alternate routes during 
those off-peak periods. A traffic enforcement agent or flagman would be positioned at the inter
section of Park Avenue and 53rd Street and direct westbound traffic approaching the intersec
tion to either divert northward or southward on Park Avenue and then use either 55th Street or 
51st Street to complete their trip crosstown. Advance signage of this condition would be needed. 
This would increase traffic volumes and traffic delays on the affected streets, and would pose 
a significant problem to traffic destined to addresses on 53rd Street between Park and Madison 
Avenues, since direct access would no longer be possible during periods when truck deliveries 
block the middle lane. Provision would need to be made for traffic with destinations on that 
block to get to their destination. A possible strategy involves prohibiting curbside parking along 
the entire block, and to allow traffic destined to the block to enter from Madison A venue, effec
tively providing two-way travel between Madison Avenue and the construction zone. This, 
however, could pose a serious conflict when a construction vehicle was not blocking the middle 
lane, and westbound through traffic driving on the block would confront two-way traffic mid
block. A detailed plan to accommodate this condition safely would be developed. 

Current parking regulations on the north curb are "No Standing 7 AM to 7 PM Except Sunday;" 
the south curb is signed "No Standing Except Trucks Loading and Unloading, 7 AM to 7 PM, 
Except Sunday." Both curbs would need to be signed "No Standing Anytime" at their east ends. 
There are also three midblock truck bays for Park Avenue Plaza and a side alley, which would 
require that access is maintained. Five curb parking spaces would be lost on each side of the 
street. 

54th Street. For underpinning work at Lever House and 400 Park Avenue, one side of the street 
at a time would need to be closed for approximately 3 consecutive years. On the south curb, this 
work would last for about 1 year; along the north curb, it would last for about 2 years. The same 
types of impacts described above for 53rd Street would occur along 54th Street, with a need to 
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maintain access to buildings on the block between Park and Madison A venues at times when 
both curb lanes are used for construction work zones and the middle lane of 54th Street is being 
used for delivery vehicle activity. As described above for 53rd Street, additional construction 
work would also be needed along 54th Street for ventilation plant construction, subsequent to 
underpinning work in the vicinity. This would last approximately 1 additional year past the un
derpinning work, for a total of 4 years. 

Current parking regulations on the north curb are "No Standing Except Trucks Loading and Un
loading, 7 AM to 7 PM, Except Sunday;" the south curb is signed "No Standing 7 AM to 7 PM, 
Except Sunday." There are two parking garages and one set of truck docks along the south curb, 
possibly just beyond the construction zone; access would need to be maintained to these fa
cilities. One garage-the 200-space facility serving Lever House (390 Park Avenue}-would be 
closed. 

Construction of the new ventilation facilities would require lane closures along 54th Street for 
a distance of about 300 feet west of Park Avenue and 200 feet east of Park Avenue. One road
way lane would be closed at a time during decking installation, with work done at night, for 4 
months. After that initial 4-month period, one lane would be closed full-time during structure 
excavation and construction, which would necessitate prohibiting parking along one curb lane. 
About 13 curb spaces would be lost on the north side of the street and 10 spaces on the south 
side of the street west of Park Avenue at times when "No Standing Anytime" regulations would 
be in effect to provide required traffic capacity; east of Park A venue, 8 spaces would be lost 
along the north curb and 9 spaces would be lost on the south curb. 

44th Street. There would be a significant amount of excavation work related to construction of 
the new ventilation building at 47 East 44th Street. Prior to the construction of the ventilation 
building, the site could be used as a contractor staging area. The north curb lane would be taken 
out of use for about 1 ~years, while the middle lane would be used intermittently by delivery 
vehicles. The street itself would be decked over from the north curb line to the south building 
line to more easily accommodate the construction. Street and sidewalk impacts would be similar 
to those described above for 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Streets, but for just a 30-foot section of 44th 
Street, and over a period of about 1 Y2 years. One curb parking space would be lost. 

There is one parking garage, one building freight elevator, and a Federal Express delivery office 
on this block. Current parking regulations on the north curb are "No Standing Anytime," which 
would have to be maintained during the construction period. The south curb has "No Standing 
Except Trucks Loading and Unloading, 7 AM to 7 PM, Except Sunday." This regulation would 
have to be changed to "No Standing Anytime" to ensure that at least one travel lane exists along 
44th Street during delivery of material. 

45th Street. Construction work would occur along the south side of 45th Street, east of Vander
bilt Avenue, associated with construction of a new entrance to the LIRR. This work would ex
tend approximately 100 feet west of Vanderbilt Avenue for about 1 Y2 years. 

The north curb is frequently used by taxi pickups and dropoffs to the Roosevelt Hotel's front 
door, which has "No Standing, Hotel Loading" regulations. The south curb has an existing GCT 
entryway leading to the Roosevelt Passage and one building freight elevator. Current parking 
regulations on the south curb are "No Standing Except Trucks Loading and Unloading, 7 AM 
to 7 PM, Except Sunday." This regulation would be changed to "No Standing Anytime" to en
sure that construction vehicles can be accommodated along the curb, maintaining one lane for 
travel; five curb spaces would be lost. 
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47th Street. There would be some localized construction effects along 47th Street just west of 
Lexington A venue associated with the construction of a new entrance to GCT' s existing 47th 
Street cross passage. This would include a possible closure of the sidewalk on the south side of 
the street near Lexington A venue for less than 1 year. There are no delivery truck docks on this 
section of 47th Street. Enforcement of the existing "No Standing 7 AM to 7 PM, Except 
Sunday" regulations would ensure that any delivery activity to the construction area would be 
accommodated out of the middle travel lane. 

48th Street. One curb lane of 48th Street between Park and Madison Avenues would be used 
for construction activities for two new entrances to GCT for about 1 year. This block currently 
has midblock pedestrian cut-through walkways and several building delivery docks on either 
side and one emergency fire access entryway into GCT along the south side. Access would have 
to be maintained to these facilities. The north and south curbs do allow for curb deliveries with 
"No Standing Except Trucks Loading and Unloading, 7 AM to 7 PM, Except Sunday" regula
tions, although closer to Madison A venue, no standing rules are posted along the north curb. 
These rules which would be changed to "No Standing Anytime" to ensure that at least one travel 
lane is maintained. About 18 curb spaces would be lost on the north side of the street and 14 
spaces would be lost on the south side, depending on which side of the street would have its 
curb lane eliminated. 

51st Street. To construct a portion of the underground substation between 51st and 52nd 
Streets, one ofthe sidewalks on 51st Street would be closed for a period of 15 months or less. 

Effects o( Construction on Parking. Construction activities would displace on-street parking 
on streets where cut-and-cover construction is under way, and the 200-space off-street parking 
garage beneath Lever House. Regarding on-street parking, during the daytime the affected curb 
lanes are limited to use by delivery vehicles. At night, the curb lanes are available for parking. 
Delivery vehicles would either still use the particular side street closest to their destination, 
since some curb space would be maintained, or they would temporarily park along Park A venue 
so that deliveries could be rolled down the sidewalk. For the overnight parking displaced by 
nighttime construction activities, parking would remain available on other streets in the area, 
particularly since traffic volumes and overall demands for parking decrease significantly at 
night. 

The second parking issue would be the closure of the 200-space private parking garage beneath 
Lever House at 390 Park Avenue. The EIS prepared for the Bear Steams project now being con
structed at 383 Madison Avenue presented midday parking utilizations in this area of Midtown, 
with the key finding that, overall, off-street parking garages in the area are utilized at 70 percent, 
with 30 percent of the area's off-street parking capacity available. Moreover, between 52nd and 
54th Streets from Third A venue to the A venue of the Americas, six off-street garages have a 
combined capacity of 1,000 spaces, with approximately 400 spaces typically not in use. Thus, 
it appears that the 200 displaced parkers could easily shift to other nearby garages. 

Manhattan-Option 2 

As described earlier, Option 1 would eliminate the need for extensive cut-and-cover work, and 
associated disruptions, in Manhattan. This is one of the primary reasons that Option 2 is the pre
ferred option for construction in Manhattan. Option 2 would require a ventilation plant at 55th 
Street, which would be built mostly from the mined tunnels below but which would require 
some cut-and-cover construction work at street level. Between 44th and 48th Streets, Option 2 
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would require construction similar to that for the new entrances in Option 1. Option 2 would 
also require some street-level work for an underground substation between 51st and 52nd 
Streets. 

55th Street. The work required on 55th Street for Option 2 would be disruptive and could affect 
traffic movement and parking. However, this work would be much less intrusive than the work 
described above for 52nd, 53rd, or 54th Streets, since construction work on the new ventilation 
plant would occur beneath the street, accessed from the newly mined tunnels approximately 120 
feet below Park Avenue. Limited disruption at the surface would occur for about 8 months to al
low construction of a shaft to the street from the new facility. 

49th Street to 52nd Street. Construction of underground ventilation plants and substations 
from 49th to 52nd Street would require intermittent closures of portions of one sidewalk and 
curb lane on one or more of these streets for less than 15 months at each site. 

Effects of Construction on Parking. Option 2 would displace a smaller number of on-street 
parking spaces than Option 1 and it would not displace any off-street parking spaces. Therefore, 
it would not result in any significant adverse impacts to parking during construction. 

Roosevelt Island 

A limited amount of truck activity would occur on Roosevelt Island during construction of the 
new substation, to transport soil off of the island. Total construction time at this location would 
be approximately 1 year. 

Sunnyside/Long Island City 

In general, construction activities in the Sunnyside/Yard A area would not result in significant 
traffic impacts since much of the work would be performed in existing rail yards with substan
tial room for construction staging and material storage. In addition, similar to the Manhattan 
alignment, much of the usual trucking activity could be avoided through the use of the existing 
rail infrastructure for the delivery of equipment and material. Some localized issues related to 
traffic are discussed below. 

Construction of the new tunnels underneath Northern Boulevard would involve some cut-and
cover work, as described earlier. In general, one roadway lane would be taken for construction 
purposes at a time, although two lanes would be used during initial excavation and during final 
restoration of the roadway. Disruption of traffic would be minimized at Northern Boulevard 
by limiting construction activities to nighttime hours when practical and covering 
excavated areas to maintain traffic flow at street level while underpinning is under way. 
Similarly, any lane closures associated with work on the Sunnyside station would occur 
only during off-peak hours, during weekends, or at night. To the maximum extent 
possible, the existing rail infrastructure would be used to transport materials to and from 
the various construction sites. 

In the event that rail is not used to transport the Manhattan and Queens tunnel spoil from 
the stockpile site in Yard A, as well as for the delivery of construction material (e.g. con
crete tunnel liners, steel, rail, etc.) truck traffic along Northern Boulevard between 41st 
Avenue and 42nd Place leading to the Superior Reed site (the major access point to Yard 
A) would present a potential for increased traffic congestion during the AM and PM peak 
traffic periods. It is expected that the worst traffic effects along Northern Boulevard would 
occur between 2005 and 2007 when construction of both the Manhattan and Queens 
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tunnels is under way. To minimize any potential impacts, a Maintenance and Protection 
of Traffic Plan (MPT) would be developed and implemented for Northern Boulevard be
tween 42nd Place and 41st Avenue. Measures to minimize the effects of construction traf
fic would include standard temporary traffic engineering solutions such as on-street 
parking limitations, lane restripings, dedicated turn lanes, and traffic control personnel. 

Construction activity within Sunnyside Yard may have impacts on one or more of the bridges 
passing over the yards. There may be a need to lower material from the 39th Street bridge to cer
tain tracks. This activity would occur at night, with one of the bridge's lanes used for such ac
tivities. There may also be short-term outages on the 43rd and 48th Street rail bridges to lift steel 
girders into the construction zone. Besides these outages during steel erection, there would be 
no disruption to vehicular or pedestrian circulation during construction. The contractor would 
provide a minimum of 5 feet of pedestrian access on both walkways, and vehicular travel lanes 
in both directions. Parking under the structures during construction would be suspended. 

For the replacement of the Thomson Avenue bridge pier, construction access would be provided 
from the level of existing tracks. A maximum of one vehicular lane would be closed during off
hours to modify the bridge's expansion joints. This pier replacement would not effect pedestrian 
movements. 

The Honeywell Street bridge is currently closed to both vehicular and pedestrian traffic. Should 
it be opened prior to construction for the Preferred Alternative, such construction would not pre
clude vehicular or pedestrian traffic across the bridge. Construction on both the Honeywell 
Street bridge and the Queens Boulevard bridge (discussed above) would be coordinated with the 
New York City Department of Transportation's (NYCDOT) programs for rehabilitating these 
structures. 

A portion of a parking lot serving the GM facility west of 43rd Street might be temporarily ac
quired for use as a staging area during construction. This would displace approximately 28 
parking spaces for the 2-year duration of construction. The GM facility has adequate remaining 
parking spaces. 

Construction of the new Sunnyside station (to occur after the construction in the vicinity of 
Northern Boulevard is complete) would require some temporary closures of one of two curb 
lanes on the Queens Boulevard bridge. While the construction staging for this element of the 
project would be within Sunnyside Yard with a main access point from Skillman Avenue, some 
portions of the construction process may require delivery of materials from the Queens Boule
vard bridge. In addition, to the extent feasible, material and equipment would also be brought to 
the site via rail to a new spur track. However, temporary closures to a lane on the bridge during 
off-peak periods could probably not be avoided. Because of the importance of this arterial and 
the level of traffic using Queens Boulevard throughout most of the day, closures would be based 
on approval from NYCDOT, and may only occur during the weekend or at night. It is also ex
pected that the one sidewalk would be closed during these times. Since this work would most 
likely occur at night, it is expected that the one remaining sidewalk could accommodate the pe
destrian activity at that time. This is expected to last for 1 Y2 years. 

Installation of new fencing along the sidewalks of Queens Boulevard might require temporary 
closure of sidewalks on either side of the bridge. The construction of a new passenger drop-off 
area on the north side of Skillman Avenue would require temporary closure of the sidewalk and 
potentially, temporary closure of one westbound lane. Skillman Avenue in this area has one 
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travel lane in each direction and curb parking just along its north curb, so some on-street parking 
spaces would be lost. 

Replacement Yards 

It is not expected that the construction activities at Blissville, Maspeth, Fresh Pond, or High
bridge would result in any significant adverse traffic effects on transportation. Blissville, Mas
peth, and Fresh Pond Yards would require a limited amount of work that would not require a 
significant number of truck trips or any disruptions to local streets. The work at Highbridge 
Yard would be isolated from the surrounding area, and trucks could access the yard easily from 
the nearby Major Deegan Expressway. 

Long Island Storage Yards 

It is not expected that the activities related to construction of new LIRR yards on Long Island 
would result in any significant adverse traffic effects. The work at these yards would be of 
limited scope and duration, and the number of truck trips or employee trips would not be 
significant. 

AIR QUALITY 

Possible effects on local air quality during construction of the Preferred Alternative may result 
from fugitive dust (particulate) emissions from construction of the surface track work, cut-and
cover sections, and, to a lesser extent, tunnel excavation. Air quality may also be affected by 
mobile source emissions-including PM 10, VOCs, NOx, and CO emissions-from construction 
workers' private vehicles, disruptions in traffic due to construction, additional truck traffic, and 
construction equipment at the locations undergoing construction. It is expected that the any po
tential effects on air quality during construction would be temporary and of a relatively short 
duration. 

FUGITIVE EMISSIONS 

Fugitive dust emissions from construction operations can occur from excavation, hauling, 
dumping, spreading, grading, compaction, wind erosion, and traffic over unpaved areas. Actual 
quantities of emissions depend on the extent and nature of the clearing operations, type of equip
ment employed, physical characteristics of the underlying soil, speed at which construction 
vehicles are operated, and type of fugitive dust control methods employed. The U.S. Environ
mental Protection Agency (EPA) has suggested, in general, an overall emission rate of about 1.2 
tons of particulates per acre per month of active construction from all phases of land clearing 
operations with no fugitive dust control measures. However, this is a national estimate and ac
tual emissions vary widely depending on many factors, including the intensity and type of land 
clearing operations. Much of the fugitive dust generated by construction activities consists of 
relatively large particles, which are expected to settle within a short distance from the construc
tion site. For this project, excavation and construction would be conducted with care and all 
appropriate fugitive dust control measures-including watering of exposed areas and dust 
covers for trucks-would be employed to minimize effects to nearby people or buildings. 

Since much of the tunnel excavation work would not involve surface disturbance, many of the 
fugitive dust sources typically associated with construction work could be avoided. Excavated 
material would be transported through the existing 63rd Street Tunnel to the staging area at 
Northern Boulevard in Queens. The most likely transport method would be a conveyor system. 
While it is expected that large quantities of dust or blast fumes would be generated by the tunnel 
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excavation, dust would be controlled at the source through the use of foams or other wetting 
agents. The work area within the tunnel would also be equipped with a mechanical ventilation 
system. This ventilation system, consisting of flexible ductwork and fans, would be equipped 
with air pollution control and noise attenuation equipment at its exhaust point, most likely in the 
staging yard north of Northern Boulevard. 

MOBILE SOURCE EMISSIONS 

Creation of Tunnels and Underground Spaces 

As discussed previously, the creation of tunnels and other underground spaces for the Preferred 
Alternative would result in a large volume of excavated material that would either be trans
ported to an off-site location or reused on site. Preferably, the project would use rail transport 
to the maximum extent possible to move construction supplies, materials, and excavate, thereby 
limiting the number of trucks required and the air quality effects typically associated with 
trucking activity compared to other projects of this size. With the exception of the cut-and-cover 
work for the Preferred Alternative's ventilation facilities and new entrances, much of the pro
posed work in Manhattan would be accessed via rail. To the extent feasible, material would be 
transported to the construction site using MNR facilities and the existing 63rd Street Tunnel, 
and excavated material would be removed using the same routes. This would eliminate the need 
to use a large number of trucks in Midtown Manhattan, where traffic congestion is greatest, 
thereby minimizing the potential for local short-term air quality impacts. 

Mobile source emissions may be of concern in two areas. One is on 52nd, 53rd and 54th Street, 
where construction and underpinning required by Option 1 may result in the partial loss of 
moving lanes. However, as discussed below, this loss of traffic capacity would not occur for the 
entire construction period in this area. The other area of concern for mobile source emissions is 
in the Sunnyside area in Queens, which is the site of extensive construction and of the shaft site 
for access for the Manhattan tunnels. 

According to federal regulations on transportation conformity, CO and PM10 microscale (or hot
spot) analyses are not required to consider construction-related activities that cause temporary 
increases in emissions. (The requirements for quantitative analysis ofPM 10 will not take effect 
until EPA releases modeling guidance on the subject and announces in the Federal Register that 
these requirements are in effect.) Temporary increases are defined as those that occur only 
during the construction phase and last 5 years or less at any individual site. Construction activi
ties generating truck traffic, construction-related work trips, and street or lane closures in Man
hattan would occur for less than a 5-year period at any particular site under both options. Under 
Option 1, construction activities with the potential to affect air quality in Manhattan would not 
last longer than 4 years at any specific location, and activities would occur intermittently and on 
different streets. Under Option 2, construction activities with the potential to affect air quality 
in Manhattan would be less extensive, of shorter duration, and confined to fewer locations as 
compared to Option 1. 

Manhattan. As described earlier, Option 1 would require construction on 52nd, 53rd, and 54th 
Streets that would last up to 4 years long at any single location. Significant air quality impacts 
are not anticipated from this work. For the most part, the construction would involve the loss of 
one or both curb lanes throughout the construction process, but at least one moving lane would 
be provided for through traffic. Therefore, while parking and access to some sites would be af
fected, overall traffic flow on the streets would not be significantly worsened. It should be noted 
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that construction on side streets in Manhattan (with the provision of one moving lane) com
monly has no adverse air quality effects, because the volumes of traffic affected are much lower 
than the volumes required for an exceedance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS)--even if the traffic is moving slowly. In addition, the capacity and the overall travel 
speed on the street are actually controlled by the traffic signal at the avenue, unless the travel 
lanes are completely blocked at some portion of the midblock. Any complete street closings 
required (to excavate, cover, or deliver materials to the site) would be of short duration and nor
mally during off-peak hours (on weekends or at night). 

Queens. For much of the work in Queens, the existing rail network would be used for delivery 
of materials and removal of construction debris, rock, and soil. Although the final destination 
for excavated material has not been selected, using rail transport to either that final destination 
or a location more suited for truck activity (i.e., less densely developed, with better connections 
to the regional highway system) would minimize or avoid any potential for adverse air quality 
impacts. 

A far less desirable option would be to remove the excavated material via truck. As discussed 
earlier, in Queens this would generate approximately 124 truck trips per day during peak periods 
of tunneling work. Trucks carrying spoil would use designated truck routes to local express
ways, as shown previously in Figure 17-5. To identify the potential air quality effects resulting 
from this increased truck activity, as well as worker vehicle trips in and out of the construction 
areas at Yard A/Sunnyside Yard, a mobile source air quality analysis was conducted. The analy
sis was performed to address the potential effects on ambient CO concentrations due to these 
construction activities. 

The air quality receptor site for analysis was selected based on examination of the potential 
travel routes to be used by worker vehicles and construction-related trucks entering and leaving 
the construction area. The analysis assumed that 1/3 of the total vehicles would travel to or from 
Brooklyn, Staten Island, and New Jersey; 113 to and from eastern Queens and Long Island; and 
the remaining 113 to and from northern Queens and upstate New York. To reach their final des
tinations, the majority of these vehicles would likely pass through the intersection of Northern 
Boulevard and 39th Street, and therefore this intersection was selected as the worst-case air 
quality receptor site for the analysis. 

The mobile source analysis was performed for the worst-case year of 2006, for the PM peak 
period, when approximately 159 trucks and worker vehicles would be expected to enter and 
leave the construction site area. The methodology used in this analysis is described in Chapter 
10, "Air Quality." In the future, the No Action condition includes traffic volumes associated 
with the Long Island City Rezoning and Queens West Development Projects, both of which may 
be completed by the analysis year of2006. The results of the mobile source air quality analysis 
are presented in Table 17-1, below. 

Receptor 
Site 

1 

Table 17-1 

Maximum Predicted Construction Related 8-Hour Average 
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations in 2006 (parts per million) 

Time Preferred 
Location Period No Action Alternative 

Northern Boulevard/39th Street PM 5.7 5.8 

Note: The 8-hour NAAQS for CO is 9 parts per million. 
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As shown in Table 17-1, the maximum predicted 8-hour CO concentration resulting from con
struction activities at this receptor location is well below the 8-hour NAAQS of 9 parts per 
million. Therefore, the construction activities as part of the Preferred Alternative would not 
result in any new violations of National Ambient Air Quality Standards or significant adverse 
air quality impacts. 

Use of Excavating Machines 

Since the TBM would be powered electrically using energy provided by Con Edison from 
existing power plants, direct emissions would not be of concern. In fact, by using a TBM rather 
than cut-and-cover methods for most ofthe tunneling work, in conjunction with using rail trans
port to remove much of the excavated material, pollutant emissions for the Preferred Alternative 
would be much lower than other projects of this magnitude. Temporary ventilation of the 
Queens tunnels would be provided from the TBM launch site in Yard A. Specifically, fresh 
air would be pumped into the tunnels, which would cause air within the tunnels to circu
late back out into Yard A. The air coming from the tunnels would contain the same consti
tuents as the ambient air at Yard A. 

MITIGATION 

Excavation and construction would be conducted with care, and all appropriate fugitive dust 
control measures-including watering of exposed areas and dust covers for trucks-would be 
employed to minimize effects to nearby people or buildings. The traffic maintenance and 
protection plans would be designed to minimize, to the extent practicable, the vehicular conges
tion and associated air quality problems. Finally, to the maximum extent possible, the existing 
rail infrastructure would be used to transport materials to the various construction sites. 

NOISE AND VIBRATION 

As for most major projects, construction of the Preferred Alternative would result in increased 
noise and vibration levels during the construction period. Noise and vibration levels at a given 
location would depend on the kind and number of pieces of construction equipment being 
operated, as well as the distance from the construction site. These increases were calculated fol
lowing the methodology described in Chapter 11, "Noise and Vibration," and are described be
low. (Chapter 11 also explains the analysis terminology associated with noise and vibration.) As 
noted in Chapter 11, potential noise and vibration impacts were evaluated using FT A's criteria 
set forth in its report, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (April 1995). 

NOISE 

Typical noise levels of construction equipment expected to be employed during the construction 
process are presented in Table 17-2. Noise from construction equipment is regulated by EPA 
noise emission standards. These federal requirements mandate that: 1) certain classifications of 
construction equipment and motor vehicles meet specified noise emissions standards; and 
2) construction material be handled and transported in such a manner as not to create unneces
sary noise. These regulations would be carefully followed. In addition, appropriate low-noise 
emission level equipment would be used and operational procedures implemented. Increases in 
noise levels caused by delivery trucks and workers traveling to and from the construction sites 
would not be perceptible. However, small increases in noise levels are expected to be found near 
a few defined delivery truck routes and the streets in the immediate vicinity oflocal construction 
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Table 17-2 
Typical Noise Emission Levels for 

Construction Equipment 
Noise Level 
at 50 Feet 

Equipment Item (dBA) 

Air Compressor 81 
Asphalt Spreader (Paver) 89 
Asphalt Truck 88 
Backhoe 85 
Bulldozer 87 
Compactor 80 
Concrete Plant 83 1 

Concrete Spreader 89 
Concrete Mixer 85 
Concrete Vibrator 76 
Crane (Derrick) 76 
Delivery Truck 88 
Diamond Saw 902 

Dredge 88 
Dump Truck 88 --

Front End Loader 84 
Gas-driven Vibro-compactor 76 
Hoist 76 
Jackhammer (Paving Breaker] 88 
Line Drill 98 
Motor Crane 83 
Pile Driver/Extractor 101 
Pump 76 
Roller 80 
Shovel 82 
Truck 88 
Tug 853 

Vibratory Pile Driver/Extractor 894 

Notes: 
1 Wood, E.W. and A.R. Thompson, Sound Level Survey, 

Concrete Batch Plant: Limerick Generating Station, Bolt 
Beranek and Newman Inc., Report 2825 Cambridge, MA, 
May 1974. 

2 New York State Department of Environmental Con-
servation, Construction Noise Survey, Report No. NC-P2, 
Albany, NY, April1974. 

3 Bungener, J.H., Sound Level Survey: Wise's Landing, 
Kentucky, Bolt Beranek and Newman Inc., Report 2880, 
Downers Grove, IL, June 1975. 

4 F.B. Foster Company, Foster Vibro Driver/Extractors, 
Electric Series Brochure, W-925-10-75-5M. 

Source: Patterson, W.N., R.A. Ely, and S.M. Swanson, 
Regulation of Construction Activity Noise, Bolt 
Beranek and Newman, Inc., Report 2887. 
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areas. Except for the areas immediately adjacent to the sites, all truck trips would be restricted 
to truck routes. Specific issues related to each alternative are described below. 

The noise associated with the different construction elements for the new tunnels, cut-and-cover 
construction in Manhattan and in Queens at Northern Boulevard, and work at the various yards 
in Queens, the Bronx, and Long Island is described below. 

Tunneling Activities 

In Manhattan, the new tunnels would be constructed using a variety of mining techniques, with 
such construction equipment as TBMs, jackhammers, line drills, and controlled blasting. Noise 
from mining activity under either option is not anticipated to be discernible, as most noise would 
be contained underground. Ground-borne noise is discussed below under "Vibration." 

Cut-and-Cover Construction-Manhattan and Queens 

The noise from excavation associated with the cut-and-cover construction would include noise 
from construction equipment such as backhoes, bulldozers, cranes, concrete mixers, concrete 
delivery trucks, delivery trucks, dump trucks, front-end loaders, pile drivers, and jackhammers. 

In Manhattan, limited controlled blasting may also be required in some of the cut-and-cover 
areas where it is necessary to excavate below the rock level. At these locations, noise produced 
from blasting operations would be clearly discernible. Blasting operations would not occur on 
a regular schedule, and would only cause momentary increases in noise levels for the duration 
of the actual blasting (usually several seconds). In general, average hourly noise levels would be 
unaffected by blasting noise because of its short duration. However, the rapid and dynamic 
change in noise levels that result from blasting operations would be clearly discernible and in
trusive at nearby residences and businesses. Blasting operations would be temporary, and are 
not expected to occur for more than a few months, for each localized construction area (i.e., an 
individual ventilation facility). 

A specification would be inserted into construction contracts with regard to blasting operations 
requiring the contractor to implement a program to minimize noise impacts. Modem blasting 
techniques-such as timed multiple charges, blastmats, etc.-which tend to lessen the severity 
of blasting noise levels, would be employed. 

At excavation sites in Manhattan, retaining walls would be constructed using drilled piles and 
lagging. At sites in Queens (such as Northern Boulevard), either drilled soldier piles and 
lagging, or driven piles would be used. The impulsive noise produced from the hammering of 
piles or sheet piles into the soil in Queens would produce noise levels that are clearly discernible 
for distances of approximately 1,500 feet, and may be considered intrusive and annoying. Pile 
driving/sheet pile driving noise would be temporary, and is expected to occur during the early 
phases of each construction area. 

Traffic diversions to side streets that may occur near construction areas would cause localized 
increases in noise on affected streets. In addition, the decking materials used as temporary cover 
for the excavated areas could cause increases in localized noise: in locations where steel plates 
are used to deck over the construction area, traffic passing over the plates would produce lo
calized increases in noise levels as tires contact the discontinuity between the street surface and 
steel plates. 

Overall, construction noise at sites excavated using cut-and-cover techniques would be intrusive 
and annoying, especially under Option 1, where work along 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Streets would 
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take several years. The cut-and-cover work would create intermittent noise at the specific loca
tions where the work is occurring. Under Option 1, the work would last for 4 years in any one 
location. For Option 2, only 55th Street between Park and Madison Avenues would experience 
cut-and-cover work for an extended period (2Yz years). 

Sunnyside Yard/Yard A 

While much of the construction work in this area would be noisy, it is not expected to be intru
sive to the surrounding neighborhood. The yard complex is surrounded by industrial uses and 
existing noise levels outside the yards are high, especially along Northern Boulevard with its 
elevated subway. The cut-and-cover work at Northern Boulevard would be the most noticeable, 
but considering the existing noise from the elevated subway and the heavy vehicular traffic at 
Queens Plaza, it is not expected that this work would have significant noise impacts on sur
rounding uses, which are commercial and industrial. 

A construction noise impact assessment was performed at Newcomers High School to 
quantify worst-case noise levels during the height of construction activities occurring on 
the proposed Queens staging area near the school. Figure 17-6 shows construction activi
ties that would occur near the school. The assessment included interior and exterior noise 
monitoring to estimate ambient noise levels without construction activities and to deter
mine the amount of attenuation provided by the walls and windows of the school. Esti
mates of the equipment to be used on site, utilization rates, and noise reference levels 
were used to predict worst-case noise levels assuming that the maximum number of 
construction machinery would be operating simultaneously. The results of the analysis in
dicate that interior and exterior noise levels could increase by up to 10 dBA (constituting 
a doubling of loudness) due to project-related construction activities. While this increase 
would be temporary (the majority of work would occur over a 2 1/2-year period, with mini
mal activity occurring on the site for another 2'h years), the magnitude of the increase 
could potentially affect the learning environment in the classrooms facing the staging area 
on 29th Street. More details about the noise analysis are included in Appendix E. 

While a noise barrier would effectively mitigate the noise level increase for first-floor class
rooms, it would be relatively ineffective for the upper floors of the school. Mitigation for 
the upper floors would require other measures, which would include the installation of 
double-glazed windows or air conditioning units. The MT AILIRR will work with repre
sentatives from Newcomers High School to develop a plan to mitigate the construction
related noise effects. 

Harold Interlocking Reconstruction Between 43rd and 48th Streets 

In Queens, it is expected that the construction work on Harold Interlocking between 43rd and 
48th Streets would result in the greatest noise effects on nearby sensitive receptors. Residential 
uses exist just across Barnett A venue, approximately 70 feet from the proposed construction 
area. The most intrusive activity would involve the placement of piles for the viaduct's founda
tion and noise from construction equipment. Viaduct piles would be constructed via auger/cast
in-place methods to minimize construction noise. Construction auguring would occur during off
peak, daylight hours, during a 3-month period. While intrusive, most of the noise-intensive ac
tivity such as pile-drilling would occur during the day and would be temporary in nature. Fur
thermore, a noise barrier could be installed along the construction alignment to minimize the 
noise effect on the adjacent neighborhood. 
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Replacement Yards 

The construction work anticipated at the various yards-Blissville or Maspeth, Fresh Pond, and 
Highbridge-would not be significant. Most of the construction involves only surface track 
work with some utility work. Some structures would be constructed, possibly requiring deep 
foundations. At all locations, existing noise levels are high because of rail and/or highway ac
tivity, and surrounding areas are either predominantly industrial or (at Fresh Pond and High
bridge) residential uses are buffered from the construction area. 

Long Island Storage Yards 

Similarly, the work required at the sites on Long Island selected for nighttime storage yards also 
would not be significant. The noise from construction activities at those yards would be short
term. 

Noise Mitigation Measures 

The construction contracts would include specifications related to blasting operations, 
requiring the contractors to implement a program to minimize noise impacts. Modem 
blasting techniques-such as timed multiple charges, blastmats, etc.-would be employed to 
lessen the severity of blasting noise levels. 

To minimize disruptions at Newcomers High School, adjacent to the construction staging 
and tunnel access shaft in Long Island City, Queens, MT A would work with 
representatives from the school to develop a plan to mitigate the construction-related 
noise effects. Such a plan would include sound-insulating construction fencing and the 
installation of double-glazed windows or air conditioning units. MT A would continue to 
coordinate with school representatives throughout the construction period to address 
problems if they arise. 

At the site of cut-and-cover sections in Manhattan and in Queens in the vicinity of Northern 
Boulevard, as well as near the Harold Interlocking work east of 43rd Street in Queens, noise 
from construction activities would result in intrusive noise levels at surrounding receptors. At 
locations where it is feasible, plywood barriers would be constructed around the excavation of 
cut-and-cover sections to reduce noise levels. However, these barriers would have limited 
effectiveness in reducing noise levels from construction activities. In general, such barriers 
reduce noise at receptors that are shielded from the line of sight of the noise source, but not at 
those that maintain a line of sight. 

There are no cost-effective mitigation techniques that effectively reduce noise from pile driving 
operations. In certain geological conditions, however, vibratory pile drivers can be used. These 
produce noise levels that are approximately 7 dB A lower than impact pile drivers. 

VIBRATION 

Controlled blasting, pile driving, pavement-breaking, TBM, and train operations to remove spoil 
would create the most noticeable change in vibration levels. The FT A has set vibration-induced 
architectural damage thresholds at a Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) of 0.20 inches per second 
(100 VdB) for fragile buildings and 0.12 inches per second (95 VdB) for extremely fragile 
buildings. "Architectural" damage refers to minor cosmetic cracking. Structural damage can oc
cur at much higher vibration levels. Construction projects typically employ a nominal structural 
damage criterion of 2 inches per second (126 VdB). Human annoyance vibration criteria are 
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much lower (perception is at approximately 65 V dB; the FT A annoyance-based impact criterion 
is 72 V dB for frequent events) than structural or architectural damage criteria. 

The FTA guidance document provides vibration levels and methods for calculating vibration 
levels at a specified distance for various pieces of construction equipment. However, the 
guidance does not address many of the vibration-producing construction techniques that may be 
employed in this project. Based on the FTA and other sources, vibration source levels were 
defined for various construction activities and are shown in Table 17-3. 

Table 17-3 

Typical Vibration Source Levels 

PPV Vibration 
Levels at 25 feet 

Activity (in/sec) 

Pile Driving/Sheet Pile Driving (lm[:Jact} 1.518 

Pile Driving/Sheet Pile Driving (Vibratory} 0.734 

Pavement BreakinQ 0.644 

Trains to Remove S[:Joil 0.100 

Tunnel Borin~achine (TBM} 0.124 

BulldozinQ 0.089 

Heavy Truck Traffic 0.076 

Jackhammers 0.035 

Sources: 
Wiss, John F. "Construction Vibrations: State-of-the-Art." Journal of the 

Geotechnical Engineering Division, Proceedings of the American 
Society of Civil Engineering Division, Proceedings of the American 
Society of Civil Engineers, Volume 107, No. GT2, February, 1981. 

Standard Recommended Practice for Evaluation of Transportation Re-
lated Earthborne Vibrations. ASHTO Designation: R8-81 (1986). 

Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. Federal Transit Ad-
ministration, U.S. Department of Transportation, April 1995. 

Dowding, Charles H. Construction Vibrations. Prentice Hall. 1996. 
Sauseman, Hugh. "Vibration from Metro Rail Tunneling Operations," 

LATC. 1993. 

The potential for vibration impacts as a result of construction of the Preferred Alternative is de
scribed below, and generalized vibration mitigation measures to avoid potential construction
related vibration impacts are identified. A more detailed vibration analysis will be included as 
part of the final design work, once design details are known. The detailed vibration analysis will 
account for specific geological conditions, foundation assessment of all structures near vibra
tion-causing construction activities, and the appropriateness of the criteria stated above to each 
affected building. Finally, the detailed analysis will include specific vibration mitigation 
measures. 

Tunnel Boring Machine(s) 

Soil conditions have a strong influence on the levels of ground-borne vibration. Although shal
low bedrock tends to transmit vibrations more efficiently, vibration sources in rock tend to result 
in low amplitudes of vibration levels. The dense bedrock through which the TBMs would tunnel 
should attenuate vibration levels at the cutting head of the TBMs. Vibration levels at the 
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foundations of buildings may be perceptible, but should be below the conservative damage 
threshold of0.12 inches per second. Ground-borne noise levels resulting from constant opera
tion of the TBMs under either engineering option may produce a perceptible rumbling sound in 
some nearby buildings for several weeks, as the TBM approaches, passes under, and moves be
yond the building. 

Trains to Remove Spoil 

As described earlier, trains would most likely be used to remove spoil or debris from tunneling 
activities. Data from the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission indicates that these 
trains can cause perceptible ground-borne vibration in residences within 200 feet, which may be 
considered intrusive. This vibration is caused by the train wheel/rail interaction and direct con
tact between the rail and tunnel floor. Vibration from spoil trains would be below the 0.12 inch/ 
second criteria for extremely fragile buildings. 

Drill and Controlled Blasting 

As described earlier, several project components associated with the Preferred Alternative may 
require blasting. To avoid vibration-induced damage from any potential blasting operations, 
monitoring programs and a variety of control measures would be instituted (see vibration mitiga
tion below). Vibration control measures would ensure that vibration levels at the foundations of 
nearby buildings remain below the architectural (0.20 in./sec for fragile buildings and 0.12 
inches/second for extremely fragile historic buildings) and structural damage (nominally 2 
inches/second) during blasting operations. Due to their short duration (a few seconds), using 
cautious blasting techniques, vibrations will be distinctly perceptible at a distance of 200 feet 
and barely perceptible at 300 feet. 

The underpinning of the four office buildings on the west side of Park Avenue and the creation 
of tunnels beneath them required as part of Option 1 would involve controlled blasting to exca
vate the rock beneath the existing buildings. For the Lever House and the Racquet & Tennis 
Club this work would last approximately 6 months, while the work at 400 and 410 Park A venue 
would require less time. While the effects would be of very short duration ( 4-5 seconds a few 
times a day), they may be disconcerting to some building occupants. At these locations, with pri
marily daytime uses, all efforts would be made to schedule the blasting during hours of least 
disruption. 

Currently, outreach efforts are focusing on informing building owners and tenants of potential 
disruptions due to these elements of construction. This outreach will be enhanced during final 
design of the Preferred Alternative. During construction, public support personnel will be on
site to handle specific issues which may arise. 

Cut-and-Cover Construction 

At locations where cut-and-cover construction is required, pavement breaking, earthmoving 
(digging) operations, pile driving, and any potential blasting activity (discussed above) would 
produce high vibration levels. In areas where buildings are within 80 feet of construction areas, 
deep saw cuts would be made between areas of pavement breaking and the sidewalk areas in 
front of buildings. As described earlier, these saw cuts would minimize the transmission of vi
brations from pavement-breaking operations to the foundations of nearby structures. With this 
mitigation, ground-borne vibration levels should be below the criteria at the foundations of near
by buildings. Vibrations from pavement-breaking operations may be annoying at distances of 
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300 feet from pavement-breaking operations (including basement paving in buildings to be un
derpinned in Option 1 ). 

Vibration Mitigation Measures 

A number of controls would be implemented with respect to mitigation of vibration 
during construction. A preconstruction survey of any structure likely to be affected by the 
construction activities would be performed and threshold or limiting values would be 
established, which take into account each structure's ability to withstand the loads and 
displacements due to construction vibrations. Detailed construction specifications that 
impose reasonable acceptance criteria would be included in construction contracts. 

A project-wide vibration monitoring program would be developed and implemented to 
minimize vibration levels from blasting, tunnel boring machine (TBM) operations, and 
general construction activities at nearby sensitive receptors. A complaint response 
procedure would be utilized to promptly address community concerns and implement 
additional control methods where necessary. 

Additionally, site-specific vibration control plans would be developed by the contractor 
and best management practices to limit vibration would be employed. These plans and 
practices would include the following. 

Pavement Breaking. To avoid architectural damage (e.g., cracked plaster) to extremely fragile 
buildings within 80 feet of the construction work, deep saw cuts would be made between areas 
of pavement breaking and the sidewalk areas in front ofbuildings. With this technique, ground
borne vibration levels should be below the criteria at the foundations of most buildings and no 
damage is anticipated. Additionally, where practical, concrete cutters would be used on 
pavement surfaces instead of pavement breakers. 

Pile Driving. Pile driving would occur in only a few locations-in Queens at Northern Boule
vard, and perhaps in areas of Harold Interlocking work. There are no mitigation techniques that 
fully reduce vibration from pile driving operations. However, in areas where geological 
conditions permit their use, vibratory pile drivers would be used to reduce the vibrations 
associated with the installation of retaining walls and other structural elements. Unlike 
noise, the total vibration level produced can be significantly reduced when each vibration source 
operates separately. In addition, at locations within 7 50 feet of fragile historic resources, addi
tional measures would be employed to keep vibration levels below appropriate damage criteria 
(see the discussion below). 

Drill and Controlled Blasting. The vibration effects from controlled blasting would be inter
mittent, with blast vibrations occurring for a few seconds at a time. Efforts would be made to 
minimize potential vibration impacts from blasting operations in all anticipated areas of blasting 
activity, as described above. A specification would be inserted into construction contracts with 
regard to blasting operations requiring the contractor to implement a monitoring program and 
to protect nearby structures from damage, particularly if situated within 7 50 feet of drilling 
activity. 

All blasts would be limited to the U.S. Bureau of Mines Standard for maximum air blast. Bore
hole size and matrix would be determined on-site by a New York State licensed blaster based on 
prevailing rock conditions. A licensed blasting contractor would comply with applicable state 
regulations concerning workplace safety and hazardous materials, under the direction of a 
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licensed blaster. Each blast would be contained through the use of rubber or steel cable blasting 
mats, earthen cover, or by utilization of the original overburden to prevent flyrock, all in accor
dance with New York State Department of Transportation Standard Specifications. Line drilling 
and smooth-wall techniques would be used to reduce ground vibration. Modem controlled 
blasting techniques such as timed multiple charges, which lessen the severity of vibration levels, 
would be implemented. For blasting within the Amtrak portion of the Sunnyside Yard com
plex, the project would also follow Amtrak blasting specifications. 

The use of explosives would be limited to labor skilled in their use and all work would be per
formed under supervision of a licensed blaster. Blasting programs, including the amount and 
type of explosives and number and type of delays to be used, would be in accordance with all 
applicable municipal requirements. A daily log would be maintained by the blasting contractor 
for each blast detonated on each working day. This log would include the date, exact time of 
firing, number of holes, total poundage used, the distribution of instantaneous and millisecond 
delay caps, poundage per delay, and location and spacing of drilling holes. The log would be 
submitted to the project superintendent at the end of each working day. 

Vibration levels would be monitored in the foundations of nearby buildings during all blasting 
activities. Blasting activities resulting in peak particle vibration levels in excess of appropriate 
damage criteria as measured in the foundations of nearby structures would be immediately 
stopped until further precautionary measures are taken to reduce blasting-related vibration im
pacts. Work would not begin again until the steps proposed to stabilize and/or prevent further 
damage to the designated buildings were approved. In addition, the project, under an OCIP, 
would carry insurance to cover the expense of restoration caused by any damage that might oc
cur despite this precaution. 

Special Provisions For Historic Structures. In addition to the mitigation measures described 
above, special measures set forth by the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 
would be followed to protect historic resources from increased vibration levels associated with 
construction activities. At any construction locations where historic resources, and particularly 
older fragile building, are within an area of potential effect (see Chapter 7, "Historic Re
sources," for more details), construction contractors would be required to implement special vi
bration protection measures. These measures, to be included as part of the construction protec
tion program for historic resources (discussed above under "Historic Resources") would likely 
include the following: 

• Inspect and report on the current foundation and structural condition of any historic 
resources. 

• Set up a vibration monitoring program to measure vertical and lateral movement and vibra
tion to the historic structures within 7 50 feet of construction activities. Details as to the fre
quency and duration of the vibration monitoring program would be determined as part of the 
project's ongoing consultation process with the State Historic Preservation Office. 

• Establish and monitor construction methods to limit vibrations to levels that would not 
cause structural damage to the historic structures, as determined by the condition survey; 

• Issue "stop work" orders to the construction contractor, as required, to prevent damage to the 
structures, based on any vibration levels that exceed the design criteria in lateral or vertical 
direction. Work would not begin again until the steps proposed to stabilize and/or prevent 
further damage to the designated buildings were approved. 
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General Vibration Control Measures. Additional vibration control plans and practices 
would include routing truck traffic and heavy equipment to avoid impacts to sensitive 
receptors, properly securing street decking over cut-and-cover excavations, scheduling 
work lo limit nighttime impacts in residential areas, and minimizing the duration of 
vibration impacts. 

ENERGY 

The Preferred Alternative would require energy to construct new tunnels, tracks, yards, the ter
minal in GCT, Sunnyside station, and support systems. The consumption of energy in construc
tion can be estimated by multiplying total lengths of new tracks at-grade, on retained fill, 
in open cut, or in tunnels, by a per-mile energy consumption factor for each type of track (which 
includes energy consumed for equipment operation, materials production, and materials 
transportation). This factor, in British Thermal Units (BTUs), approximates the amount of 
energy necessary to construct 1 track-foot of typical elevated, surface, or tunnel structure.* 

As shown in Table 17-4, the one-time, non-recoverable construction energy expenditure for 
either option of the Preferred Alternative is estimated at 1.6 trillion BTUs (or 277,000 equiva
lent barrels of oil [BBL]). However, these one-time, non-recoverable expenditures of energy 
during construction would be offset by savings in energy expenditures that would result from 
operation of the Preferred Alternative because of the reduction in vehicle miles traveled that 

Table 17-4 

Energy Required to Construct the Preferred Alternative* 

Length of Total 
New Per-Mile BTU Total BTU Equivalent 

Trackage Consumption Consumption BBL 
Type of New Trackage (miles) (billions) (billions) Consumption 

Tunnels 13.25 99.5 1,319.3 227,459 

At-Grade 12.78 12.3 157.1 27,093 
-·~-· 

On Fill/In Cut 1.89 55.9 105.9 18,254 

Elevated 0.47 55.5 26.3 4,527 

Total 28.41 1,608.6 277,333 

Reduction in Operational Energy Com- (151.0) (26,034) 
pared with No Action 

Construction Energy Pay-Back Period 10.7 years 

Note: * Options 1 and 2 would require essentially the same amount of energy to construct. 

* Factors are taken from the Congressional Budget Office's December 1977 report: Urban Transporta
tion and Energy: The Potential Savings of Different Modes, which is the most current source for 
roadway energy construction factors. British Thermal Units, or BTUs, are a measure of energy used 
to compare consumption of energy from different sources, such as gasoline, electricity, etc., taking 
into consideration how efficiently those sources are converted to energy. One BTU is the quantity of 
heat required to raise the temperature of one pound of water by one Fahrenheit degree. 
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would result. After the Preferred Alternative is operational for just over 1 0~ years, the energy 
savings accrued by that time would equal the total energy expended during construction. This 
is the "construction energy payback period." 

UTILITIES AND SUBSURFACE STRUCTURES 

As described in detail in Chapter 13, "Utilities," some utilities would have to be relocated as 
part of the construction of the Preferred Alternative. All necessary agreements would be exe
cuted with each utility company or governmental agency regarding the temporary or permanent 
relocation of any utilities, as well as the responsibility for and coordination of the actual work, 
and method of reimbursement. Overall, utility service would be maintained throughout construc
tion, and no significant impacts would occur. 

CONTAMINATED MATERIALS 

As discussed in Chapter 14, "Contaminated Materials," construction of the Preferred Alternative 
has the potential to expose contaminated soil and/or groundwater, as well as asbestos. At areas 
where surface work (such as laying new track and adding or relocating utilities and signals) 
would occur, contaminated soils or groundwater could be exposed. In addition, at some project 
locations, localized pockets of contamination or underground fuel storage tanks or other buried 
objects such as drums could be encountered during excavating and grading activities at any of 
the rail yards. Chapter 14 includes a detailed explanation of the areas of concern and specific 
mitigation measures to be employed during construction of the project. Those measures are sum
marized below. 

Based on the initial sampling effort performed for this EIS, a comprehensive program to sample, 
analyze, delineate, and quantify contamination within each of the construction areas is under 
development, and, in one case (Highbridge Yard), nearly complete. Findings Reports will be 
prepared that document the on-site sampling and analytical efforts at each construction area, and 
quantify and delineate the contamination found. 

Site-specific Construction Contaminant Management Plans (CCMPs) will be prepared for all 
project areas based on the conclusions in the Findings Reports. Each CCMP will contain a Sam
pling and Analytical Plan (SAP) to be implemented for contaminated materials that identifies 
sampling and analytical requirements for materials (soil, groundwater, drums, USTs, and asbes
tos) encountered during construction (specific to both the cut-and-cover and TBM methods). In 
addition, the CCMPs will describe the requirements for handling, management, treatment, and 
disposal of contaminated materials encountered during construction. In the case of groundwater 
contamination, containment, treatment, and discharge options will be included in the CCMP. All 
materials leaving the site will require sampling and characterization prior to disposal or reuse 
off-site. The CCMPs will be coordinated with relevant local, state, and federal agencies. 

The CCMPs will identify preliminary requirements for Health and Safety Plans (HASPs) to be 
submitted by each construction contractor prior to commencement of work at the site. The 
HASPs will comply with all applicable regulations and will include health and safety require
ments related to site-specific environmental conditions at the site. The HASPs will establish 
methods to limit site access, include an air monitoring program for particulates (dust) and 
VOCs, and set standard safe operating procedures for the construction crew. The plans will also 
outline criteria to be used to identify non-routine and potentially dangerous conditions, such as 
petroleum odors, oil sheens, and discolored soil and groundwater. Any contaminated materials 
encountered during construction would be handled, stored, and disposed of in accordance with 
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all applicable federal, state, and local regulations and in compliance with the site-specific 
HASPs. 

As described in Chapter 14, Sunnyside Yard has been designated by the New York State Depart
ment of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) as a Class II Inactive Hazardous Waste Site. 
A plume of PCB-contaminated oil has been identified in the groundwater beneath Sunnyside 
Yard and Yard A. Special care would be taken at Sunnyside Yard, including ongoing coordina
tion with Amtrak and NYSDEC, to ensure that the project would not interfere with any remedia
tion efforts at the yard. The project would construct tunnels deep beneath Sunnyside Yard to 
avoid affecting contaminated areas in any way, and, where excavation is required, would create 
a "bathtub" area enclosed by a slurry cut-off wall with limited permeability to minimize the 
amount of dewatering required. This would avoid the impacts associated with encountering the 
contaminated plume in the groundwater at Yard A and Sunnyside Yard. In addition, the CCMP 
would require monitoring during construction to determine whether the plume moves. If it does 
move, water from dewatering could be reinjected to reduce movement of the plume, or addition
al extraction wells or slurry walls could be installed to capture oil and other contamination. 
During construction, the HASP would specify precautions to be taken to minimize worker 
contact with groundwater, including the use of safe work practices and protective clothing. 

State and city regulations restrict the pumping of contaminated groundwater to rivers or sewers. 
The project specifications for dewatering during construction would include testing to ensure 
that regulatory levels are not exceeded and that, therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 
Based on groundwater sampling performed to date, all groundwater (other than the PCB-con
taminated plume at Sunnyside/Yard A) could be pumped to sewers without further treatment. 
However, settling basins may be required at Yard A to reduce levels of suspended metals. The 
CCMPs would provide details on the extent of any groundwater treatment, if necessary, before 
discharge. Any contaminated groundwater encountered in Manhattan, potentially in frac
tures in the bedrock, would also be remediated according to the CCMP. At Highbridge 
Yard, the only likely site where discharge to surface water is feasible, sampling results indicate 
that, if necessary, groundwater could be pumped to the Harlem River without treatment. If de
watering to the river is necessary at Highbridge, a testing program and site-specific discharge 
limits would be developed with NYSDEC. 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

During construction activities, there would be increased potential for on-site erosion and sedi
mentation at construction sites where soils would be disturbed. A detailed storm water manage
ment plan would be prepared under NYSDEC State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(SPDES) permitting requirements for any construction sites larger than 5 acres, and implemen
ted during construction. Storm water management plans would be developed as part of the de
sign process, with implementation to be carried out by the contractors under supervision of the 
owner, construction manager, and the SPDES permitting and enforcement program administered 
byNYSDEC. 

The storm water management program would contain appropriate requirements for erosion and 
sedimentation controls to be used during construction. Such controls may include structural as 
well as vegetative measures such as hay bales, silt fencing, vegetative covers, and slope and soil 
stabilization methods. A series of temporary sediment traps would be strategically located 
within the project sites, where runoff within the construction zones would be collected and 
settled. Straw bales would be used to protect all proposed catch basins and other drainage 
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structure inlets. Trapped sediment would be stored, sampled, and characterized (as prescribed 
by the CCMP), as would other excavated soil, and either disposed of or reused. Implementation 
of the storm water management plan would be the responsibility of the construction contractor 
with oversight and enforcement provided by the construction manager/owner and regulatory 
authorities. 

Anti-tracking entrances would be installed at the project entrances. In addition, silt fencing 
would be installed along contours directly below construction zones and used where sheet flow 
is likely to occur. This fencing would be installed prior to construction activity to delineate areas 
predetermined as construction zones. Temporary and permanent vegetative measures are pro
posed to stabilize soils on the site. 

With these measures in place, erosion and stormwater pollution would be minimized. This 
would avoid adverse impacts to water bodies near the construction sites, including the Harlem 
River adjacent to Highbridge Yard as well as water bodies near the potential yard sites on Long 
Island. 

Excavated material from the project would be managed in accordance with each site-specific 
CCMP (as discussed in Chapter 14, "Contaminated Materials"). Spoil would be characterized 
and if it meets all applicable environmental and geotechnical criteria, could be used as fill or 
grading material elsewhere in the project or for other projects in the region. Otherwise, the spoil 
would be disposed of according to applicable regulatory requirements. The sampling and 
characterization procedure to be included in the CCMP would minimize the potential of con
taminated spoil being interspersed with "clean" spoil. Details regarding potential quantities, 
sites, and routes for disposal of spoil can be found in the discussion of spoil disposal earlier in 
this chapter. 

At all construction sites, a rodent control program would prevent rodents from using the con
struction areas as breeding grounds. 

SAFETY AND SECURITY 

The project would not involve construction methods, procedures or locations that would pose 
significant safety or security problems. Most of the construction activities would occur in areas 
where the general public has no access (e.g., within rail yards and in enclosed underground tun
nels). Public access to all construction sites would be restricted. Standard safety and security 
measures would be followed and the most stringent provisions of the applicable statutes and 
regulations of New York City and New York State, and the Department of Labor, Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration, pertaining to the safe performance of the work, would be 
observed. 

In the few instances where contractors would obstruct sidewalk pedestrian areas in the per
formance of the work (for instance, to excavate for ventilation facilities near Park A venue in 
Manhattan), protective sidewalk sheds, barricades, warning signs, and other items to protect the 
public would be provided. 

All sites would be secured during construction to prevent trespass, theft, and vandalism. 

A project-wide Environmental HASP is being developed for the project to delineate project
wide policies and requirements for railroad safety, construction safety, environmental safety and 
industrial hygiene. Contractors would address these policies when preparing their site-specific 
and activity-specific HASPs. The plan is based on a "Zero Incident" concept that identifies 
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proactive elements considered essential to achieving and sustaining "Zero Incident" perfor
mance. Contractors would use preventive and not reactive measures in controlling hazards. 
Inspections, self-assessments, and trending to identify problem areas and actions to remediate 
problem areas would be required. 

The safety plans developed by each contractor would contain the following elements: 

• Job hazard analysis-requirement for a review of the detailed work scope in order to plan 
for safety in each task; 

• Task descriptions-requirement for including equipment, materials, controls, crew size, job 
responsibilities, operating procedures, and maintenance practices; 

• Hazard assessment-requirement to identify potential safety concerns; 

• Protection methods-requirement to describe methods to protect workers, the public, and 
the environment; 

• Protective equipment-requirements for selection and use of the appropriate devices for the 
hazards to be confronted; and 

• Emergency response procedures-requirements for spill response and project participants, 
local agencies, including fire and police departments, and the community. •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations." This 
Executive Order is designed to ensure that each federal agency "shall make achieving environ
mental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, dispropor
tionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and 
activities on minority populations and low-income populations." 

Executive Order 12898 also requires federal agencies to work to ensure greater public participa
tion in the decision-making process. To this end, the East Side Access Project has an extensive 
public participation and community outreach program, described in Chapter 23 of this EIS. 

This chapter analyzes the project's potential impacts in terms of their effects on minority and 
low-income populations, to determine whether it has any disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts on those populations. It follows the U.S. Department of Transportation's Final Order 
on Environmental Justice, April1997, as well as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA's NEPA Compliance 
Analyses, April 1998. 

As set forth in the U.S. Department of Transportation's Final Order on Environmental Justice 
(at section 8.b.), "In making determinations regarding disproportionately high and adverse ef
fects on minority and low-income populations, mitigation and enhancement measures that will 
be taken and all offsetting benefits to the affected minority and low-income populations may be 
taken into account, as well as the design, comparative impacts, and relevant number of similar 
existing system elements in non-minority and non-low-income areas." The analysis below there
fore focuses on any significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated, and considers the 
population affected by those impacts as well as the population benefitting from the project. 

B. OVERVIEW OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND AFFECTED 
POPULATION 

The project alternatives' potential significant adverse impacts are described in Chapters 3 
through 17 of this document. As described in those chapters, the No Action Alternative and 
TSM Alternative would result in adverse effects on land use, social conditions, and economic 
conditions by not supporting the growth projected for the region or transit-oriented land use. 
The Preferred Alternative, by greatly improving transportation service in the Long Island Trans
portation Corridor (LITC), would result in significant positive effects for the region in those 
areas as well. It would have some localized adverse impacts close to the project alignment. 
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OVERVIEW OF LITC POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

The population of the project area is detailed in Chapter 4, "Social Conditions," and sum
marized in Table 18-1. As shown in the table, the population of the LITC, with a population of 
8.3 million people, is 64.5 percent white, 21.8 percent black, 6.2 percent Asian, and 16.3 percent 
Hispanic (an ethnic group that can include white, black, and Asian people). The median house
hold income of the LITC is $36,300, with some 13.8 percent living below the poverty level. In 
New York City, which includes 88 percent of the LITC's population, the percentages of mi
nority population and population living below the poverty level are higher, and the median in
come is lower, while on Long Island the reverse is true. The Bronx and Brooklyn are included 
on the table, even though they are not part of the LITC, because some of the regional impacts 
could affect residents in these areas. As shown on Table 18-1, both boroughs contain a high per
centage of minority residents and those with incomes below poverty level. 

Area Population 

Manhattan Study Area 637 599 

Total Manhattan 1 487 536 

Long Island City/ 
Sunnyside Study Area 6,353 

Total Queens 1 951 598 

Total New York City 7 322,564 

Nassau County 1 287 348 

Suffolk County 1,321,864 

Total Nassau and Suffolk 2 609 212 

Total LITC 8,349,010 

The Bronx 1,203,789 

Brooklyn 2,300,664 

Notes: 

Table 18-1 

Study Area 1990 Population Characteristics 

Race and Ethnicity (Percent) Economic Profile 

1989 Below 
Median Poverty 

Household Level-* 
White Black Asian Hispanic* Income- (Percent) 

72.6% 7.4% 13.4% 15.2% $41,499 14.7% 

58.3 22.0 7.4 26.0 $32,262 20.5 

59.9 6.4 18.9 39.6 $27,075 14.3 

57.9 21.7 12.2 19.5 $34 186 10.8 

52.3 28.8 7.0 23.7 $29 823 18.9 

86.6 8.6 3.1 6.0 $54 283 3.7 

90.0 6.3 1.7 6.6 $49 128 4.6 

88.4 7.4 2.4 6.3 $51,671 4.2 

64.5 21.8 6.2 16.3 $36,300 13.8 

35.8 37.5 2.8 42.3 $21,944 28.7 

46.9 38.0 4.8 19.5 $25,684 22.7 

* An ethnic group that can include members of all different racial categories. 
** The median household incomes reported for the study areas are weighted averages of those 

reported for the census and/or block groups in the study areas. The median household income for 
the LITC is a weighted average of those reported for the counties in the LIT C. 

*** Percent of persons with incomes below the established poverty level; poverty level varies 
depending on household size. 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 
1990. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No Action Alternative would result in adverse impacts on land use, social conditions, and 
economic conditions throughout the LITC. It would also result in adverse impacts in terms of 
transportation service and regional air quality. With a potential for increasing demands on rail 
transit service under the No Action Alternative, access throughout the region would become 
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more difficult and the expected population and employment growth would likely be limited. On 
Long Island, where use of the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) is greatest, the decrease in quality 
of LIRR service would be felt most strongly and would support a trend toward increased de
pendence on the automobile. In addition, without improvements to mass transit service, traffic 
congestion and regional air pollution would increase. These adverse impacts would affect the 
full range of people throughout the LITC. 

TSM ALTERNATIVE 

The TSM Alternative would also have adverse effects on land use, social conditions, and econ
omic conditions, although these would be less severe than with the No Action Alternative. 
Again, the predicted increases in population and employment would likely be achieved under 
strain. In Manhattan, the existing disconnect between the location of jobs and commuter termi
nals would not be improved, and improvements would not be sufficient to avoid the over
crowding and delays that are likely to occur in the future. Similar to the No Action Alternative, 
these adverse impacts would affect the full range of people throughout the LITC. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Overall, the Preferred Alternative would greatly improve transportation service in the LITC, and 
would therefore support land use patterns, social conditions, and economic conditions. The 
population and employment predicted to occur throughout the region would be supported by this 
improvement, resulting in significant beneficial impacts to the region's economy. Regional vehi
cle miles traveled (VMT) would decrease overall, resulting in improvements to air quality as 
well. 

At the same time, the Preferred Alternative would result in some localized adverse impacts, de
scribed in earlier chapters of this EIS. Most of those impacts could be mitigated, but several 
could not be fully mitigated. The Preferred Alternative's significant adverse impacts, mitigation 
measures, and impacts that cannot be fully mitigated are summarized in Table 18-2. The impacts 
that cannot be fully mitigated are discussed below. 

SUMMARY OF UNMITIGATED IMPACTS 

Social Conditions 

As described in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts," construction activities re
quired for the Preferred Alternative would result in temporary but significant adverse impacts 
to neighborhood character in Manhattan, which would be more severe under Option 1 than un
der Option 2. These impacts would primarily be associated with the partial street closings re
quired in the area between 44th and 55th Streets, from Lexington to Madison Avenue. Under 
Option 1, this would include closing a curb lane and sidewalk on 52nd Street for 2 years, 4 years 
on 53rd Street, and 3 years on 54th Street, as well as other disturbances of shorter duration (1 to 
1 Y2 years). Under Option 2, it would include closing a part of a curb lane and sidewalk on 55th 
Street for about 8 months as well as other disturbances of 1 to 1 Y2 years. In addition, construc
tion activities would result in increased truck activity related to materials delivery and there
moval of excavated material (spoil). Since the vast majority of work in Manhattan would occur 
underground, disturbances from truck deliveries and spoil disposal would be limited-due pri
marily to the construction of ventilation facilities and off-street entrances. Up to 10 trucks in the 
peak hour would be traveling to and from the various access and ventilation facility locations in 
the GCT area. Since these trucks would be going to and coming from three locations-New 
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Jersey (to the west), Queens and Long Island (to the east), and the Bronx and points north
these truck trips would be divided among various major avenues and cross-streets of Manhattan, 
including 42nd and 57th Streets, and First, Second, and Third Avenues. 

Construction activities in Queens would result in temporary but significant disruption to the 
Long Island City High School, near 41st Avenue and Northern Boulevard. The project would 
work with the high school to resolve problems as they arise. In Queens, in the vicinity of 
Northern Boulevard near Queens Plaza, disturbances related to cut-and-cover construction 
would also occur: Northern Boulevard would be partially closed during a portion of tunnel con
struction and delivery trucks and spoil disposal trucks would be entering and leaving Sunnyside 
Yard and the Manhattan access shaft site at 41st A venue and Northern Boulevard. During the 
peak hour, up to 18 trucks would enter and leave the Long Island City/Sunnyside area. As de
tailed in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts," these trucks would arrive and 
depart from the construction area via a number of routes, making their presence less noticeable 
to the surrounding communities. Since trucks would generally be arriving from and departing 
to the north, east, and west, it is estimated that no more than six trucks would consistently take 
any single route into or out of the study area in the peak hour of the day. All trucks would be re
stricted to designated truck routes for all trips. 

Transportation 

Although the Preferred Alternative overall would provide substantial transportation improve
ments, it would also result in certain generally localized adverse impacts related to transporta
tion service. The impacts that could not be fully mitigated would be as follows: 

• Parking shortfalls at some LIRR stations in eastern Queens and on Long Island. 

• Impacts to some elements at the 42nd Street/Grand Central Terminal station on the Lexing
ton Avenue (No.4, 5, and 6) subway line and an increase in train crowding along the line. 

• Temporary impact on Metro-North Railroad operations during construction of Option 1. 

• Temporary impact to traffic and parking conditions associated with cut-and-cover construc-
tion activities required for Option 1. 

Noise and Vibration 

The Preferred Alternative would increase train service throughout the LIRR service area. The 
increase in trains would result in significant noise impacts under FTA criteria. However, an 
analysis of total noise levels with the Preferred Alternative compared to existing conditions 
found increases to be imperceptible (less than 3 dBA) to barely perceptible (up to 3.1 dBA). 
Mitigation for the predicted noise impacts would require extensive use of noise barriers along 
the rail right-of-way, which is not practicable. 

AFFECTED POPULATION 

Figures 18-1 and 18-2 depict the census block groups throughout the LITC with concentrations 
of minority residents and low-income residents. These graphics were created to help identify un
mitigated adverse impacts that might disproportionately affect minority or low-income residents. 
Overlayed on the census information are the locations of project routes, including both the new 
alignment from Queens to Manhattan and the rest of the LIRR system, since the project would 
result in service changes systemwide. (For maps illustrating the location of specific stations or 
proposed storage yards, see Figure 1-4 in Chapter 1, which shows the entire LIRR system, and 
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Analysis Area 

Land Use, Zoning, 
and Public_ Policy _ 

Adverse Effects 

! None. 

Table 18-2 

Summary of Adverse Effects for the Preferred Alternative 

Differences Between Option 1 and Option 2 
~-- ·- ------~ 

Option 1 Option 2 

1 No difference. 1 No difference. I None. 
I 

i --

Mitigation 
Unmitigated 

Impacts 

None. 

1
social Cor1ditions _ : t-J_~ No difference.__ -l No diffe_rence. __ 

Property Acquisitions I Permanent acquisition of up to 14 I' Permanent acquisition I Permanent acquisition 

'None. 
~---- ~ 

~()ne. 

I businesses and 5 residences, re- of space for new I of space for new 
'quiring the displacement of up to 200 1 entrances: ·entrances: 
·~employees. . • 347 Madison Ave • 347 Madison Ave 
. Properties to be acquired include: I ground-floor retail ground-floor retail 
'• 47 E.44th Street for vent plant space; space; 
• Space for off-street entrances (see i • 245 Park Avenue • 245 Park Avenue 

Option 1 vs. Option 2) sidewalk space; sidewalk space; 
• 38-64 43rd Street in Queens for i • 270 Park Avenue • 270 Park Avenue 

Harold Interlocking work 1 sidewalk space; sidewalk space; 
• Subsurface easements for the I• 280 Park Avenue • 280 Park Avenue 

tunnel structure in Manhattan and ground-floor ground-floor 
Queens. restaurant space; I restaurant space; 

• 200 Park Avenue I • 335 Madison Avenue 
ground-floor ground-floor retail 

The properties would be acquired 
following the requirements of the 
Federal Uniform Relocation Assis
tance and Real Property Acquisi-

i tion Policies Act of 1970. 

I 
I 

! None. 

i restaurant space. 1 space. ! ' 

1 ~~:~:;i~~:~;urce~- ~-~~:~-~~~~<istoric features of --. ~o;t;~:~:~~~st~ Bill-~ ~o:t;,;:~:~~~sto - I ~~~:;ng consultat~~ with-SHPC) i ~:~:~ --
Grand Central Terminal. more Room, Biltmore ; Biltmore Room, new I regarding design features and de-

.__ ~~ 

Potential changes to the context of P~~sage, and po~ion of I L/RR concourse on lower ~elopment of construction ~rotec-
historic resources near new en- D1n1ng Concourse, new track level, poss1ble t1on plans work as detailed m a 
trances and new vent structures. ticket windows. ! extension of western Programmatic Agreement. 

0 'd GC 1 d . d Potential impacts during construction ut~1 e T, contex- ,gran staf(case own to 
to historic resources near the con- tual1ssues at vent 1 new LIRR concourse. 
struction work in Manhattan (see building on 441h St adja- I Outside GCT, contex-

. Option 1 vs. Option 2) and in Queens cent to Yale Club. tual issues at vent 
·(in Sunnyside Yard). Construction work in building on 44th St adja- : 

l 

GCT, near Vanderbilt cent to Yale Club and 
Concourse building and for vent structures 
Yale Club, and beneath above trainshed. 

, Racquet & Tennis Club Construction work in 

I

' and Lever House. GCT, near Vanderbilt 
Concourse building and 

: Yale Club; possibly near 
other resources (for 
vent structures). No 
underpinning of 

:Racquet & Tennis Club 
---"i-"o_r Lev_e_r_H_o_u~e. _ _____]_ _ I 

I 
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Analysis Area 

Archaeological 
Resources 

r---
Transportation 

Air Quality 

Noise 

~---------
Vibration 

Table S-3 (Continued) 

Summary of Adverse Effects for the Preferred Alternative 

Differences Between Option 1 and Option 2 

Effects Option 1 Option 2 -~ Mitigation 
Unmitigated 

Impacts 

Impacts would occur if significant ar- Archaeological re- Archaeological re- Ongoing consultation with SHPO None. 
chaeological resources exist in con- sources may remain be- sources may remain be- as detailed in a Programmatic 
struction areas. Locations where that neath 53rd St west of . neath 55th St west of Agreement regarding further analy-
potential exists are in Manhattan (see Park Ave and 54th St Park Ave. sis (e.g., review of boring logs, de-
Option 1 vs. Option 2) and Yard AI east of Park Ave. 'tailed research at certain locations, 

! Sunnyside Yard. ! possible subsurface testing) and 
I i design of mitigative measures 
~ I (e.g., excavation). 

1 Addition of approximately 2,000 cus- I No difference. :No difference. 11mprovements to NYCT station ele- Impacts to subway 
I tomers to the overcrowded south- I ! i ments within GCT (e.g. new turn- would be only par-
I bound Lexington Ave subway. 1' stiles, stairs, wider corridor) and tially mitigated. 

Addition of up to 4 buses in the peak . ;I improving ~hrough?ut of trains 
. hour to Madison and Lexington Aves. : 'I would partlal~y m1t1gate Impact. 
'Impact to pedestrian condition at lo- Crosswalk Wl_demng and other 
cations near GCT and in public I measures to 1m prove pedestnan 
spaces in GCT (see Option 1 vs. flow. 
Option 2). i Standard traffic improvement 

Peak-hour traffic impacts at 12 inter- measures (see Table S-4). 
sections in Manhattan and 13 of the 1 LIRR's ongoing parking improve-
39 intersections studied on Long ment program. 

1 Island. Replacement train storage yard(s) 
I Parking shortfalls at Long Island and maintenance facilities. 
I LIRR stations. 

I Displacement of NYAR and MNR 

1 
yard facilities. .. ___ --+----

, No exceedence of the NAAQS would No difference. 
:occur. Significant increase in carbon 
: monoxide levels at Madison Ave/48th 

-~in Manhattan. _ 

• No difference. Standard traffic improvement 
measures. 

--------

, None. 

I Increased LIRR service would result No difference. No difference. , While the installation of sound bar- 1 Wayside noise 
1 in noise levels above FTA criteria , .

1 

riers would be effective, it would impacts would be 
'along segments of the LIRR system: II 

1 

not be practical due to the exten- unmitigated. 
'• Woodside to Hicksville sive wall length required. 
• Jamaica to Valley Stream 1 

• Huntin_gto~ !o Port Jefferson L. __ . ____ _ 
Potential ground-borne noise impacts I Ground-borne noise im- ·Ground-borne noise im-
in Manhattan (see Option 1 vs. I pacts at 237 residential I pacts at six residential 

'Option 2). and 234 nonresidential and two nonresidential 
i Potential ground-borne noise impacts 

1 
properties. buildings. 

, in Queens at 45 residential and 37 j 

Installation of resilient ties and/or 
floating slabs under Option 1. 
Installation of resilient ties under 
Option 2. 

. None. 

Energy 

i nonresidential buildings. --+1 

__ 

~ ~~~ne. ! No diffe~~ce. - ~fference. i None. ______ None. 

~ 
>-3 

~ 
~ 
M 
Ill 

"' -'JJ. c: 
~ 

> 
~ 
~ 
~ 

"' "' 
~ .... 
'JJ. 



....... 
Oo 
I 

'-1 

Analysis Area 

Utilities 

Contaminated 
Materials 

Effects 

Potential conflicts with existing utili
ties in Manhattan (see Option 1 vs 
Option 2). 
Potential conflicts with existing utili
ties in Queens. 

Table S-3 (Continued) 

Summary of Adverse Effects for the Preferred Alternative 

Differences Between Option 1 and Option 2 i 

Option 1 

'Option 1 would have 
more potential conflicts 

I than Option 2. 

Option 2 Mitigation 

Option 2 would have ! Temporary or permanent reloca-
fewer potential conflicts lion; maintain service. 

·than Option 1. 

Unmitigated 
Impacts 

I None. 

1 Potential for exposure to contami-

1

, No difference. 
! nated materials during construction. 

j No diffurence. - . Sampling, analysis, delineation and None. 
i quantification of contamination ~· 
I prior to construction: development 

1 

, of site-specific CCMPs based on 
, findings of the sampling program. , ' ---- --- - ---r=- --- ---- ·---- ·-----

Natural Resources I Increased runoff at Yard A and High- No difference. No difference. 1 Reconstruction or creation of I None. 
' bridge could potentially affect New- I stormwater systems. Raise eleva- i 

l
i town Creek and Hudson River.. Some 

1 

lion of yards above floodplain. 
yard sitesin 100-yearfloodp!<Jin~- __________ ___;__ ·---- . ·-·----

§afety and SecuritY._' NonE)._____ __ -----·- jNo diffe!en~_ -~~No dJfference._ --I None. ----· ___ I None. 

Construction Impacts: j Temporary use of: space within Temporary property 1 No temporary property . Acquisitions would follow federal :None. 
Property Acquisitions :buildings in Manhattan (see Option 1 I taking for underpinning: 1 takings. . acquisition and relocation 

! vs. Option 2) and space on General • Racquet & Tennis j procedures. 
Motors property in Sunnyside, 1 Club basement ' 

I Queens. (locker room and 
I j tenant space): 

I • Lever House base
l ment (200-car 

garage); 
• 400 Park Avenue 

I basement (retail 
I storage space); 
! • 410 Park Avenue 

basement (elevator 
machine room). -· ···-~-·----- -- t::-:----- _ ___;__. ----j ---·----·-- ·- ---E- ---··-·· 

Construction Impacts: 1 Temporary impacts on neighborhood I Substantial disruptions Small area of disruption 

1

1 Partial mitigation in Manhattan . Unavoidable con-
Land Use and Social I' character during construction at at 52nd St (2 years), on 55th St (2'h years). through maintenance and protec- struction disruptions 
Conditions locations in Manhattan where cut- ! 53rd St (4 years), and I Other areas of distur- lion of traffic plan. ·would remain partially 

1 and-cover construction would occur 54th St (3 years). Other bance near GCT of 1- In Queens, the school would be 1 unmitigated. 

I

' (see Option 1 vs. Option 2) and at areas of disturbance ! 1'h years each. shielded from construction activi- I' 

Newcomers High School in Queens. near GCT of 1-1Yz years ties as much as possible, and the 
each. project would work with the high ' 

school to resolve preble~ 
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Table S-3 (Continued) 

Summary of Adverse Effects for the Preferred Alternative 

Differences Between Option 1 and Option 2 
f-..---- --~· ~----

Analysis Area Effects Option 1 Option 2 I Mitigation 

Construction Impacts: I Disruptions to traffic in Manhattan Greater disruption to Limited disruption to Maintenance and protection of 
traffic plan. Transportation 1 from cut-and-cover construction ac- traffic in Manhattan for traffic in Manhattan for 

tivities (see Option 1 vs. Option 2) Option 1. Greater num- Option 2. Fewer trucks Coordinate required track outages 
and along Northern Boulevard in ber _of trucks to remove required for spoil with MNR and using a rail simui-
Queens. spo1l. removal. ation model. 

New truck trips to remove spoil and . Potential for substantial Very limited effect on 
deliver materials in Manhattan and impacts to MNR opera- MNR operations during 
Queens. tions during construction construction. 

Impacts on MNR operations within I as a result of required 

Unmitigated 
Impacts 

Unavoidable impacts 
on MNR operations 
for Option 1 would 
remain partially 
unmitigated. 

GCT (see Option 1 vs. Option 2). itrack outages. 

Construction Impacts: i Increased noise, vibration, and dust More traffic disturbance Limited traffic distur- Maintenance and protection of 
··--· ------r-- ---

Air Quality, Noise, 'I near vent plant construction in Man- 1 and excavation required 'bance and excavation traffic plans. 
and Vibration hattan (see Option 1 vs. Option 2) ! under Option 1 required under Option 2 Shield school from construction 

1 and near shaft site in Queens (near activities and work with school to 
:Newcomers High School). resolve problems. Mitigation could 

i potentially include noise barriers, 
double-pane windows, installation 
of air conditioning. 

1 None. 

i 

I -·--+---
Construction Impacts: Potential increased erosion and 
Natural Resources stormwater runoff during 

construction. 

No difference. j No difference. 

I 

i Preparation of soil and sedimenta- I None. 
I tion control Plan and other SPDES 1 

1 permitting requirements. 
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Figures 2-4 and 2-24, which illustrate the locations of yards proposed by the Preferred Alterna
tive). Figures 18-1 and 18-2 also depict the project's only regional significant adverse impacts 
that would not be mitigated-the noise impact that would result from increases to the number 
of train passbys. Other significant and unmitigated adverse impacts are not depicted on the 
graphic, because, as described below, they would affect workers and residents in a broad area, 
rather than those who live in close proximity. The people affected by the project's unmitigated 
significant adverse impacts are described below. More information on Figures 18-1 and 18-2 is 
provided in the analysis of noise impacts. 

Land Use and Social Conditions 

The temporary impacts to neighborhood character that would occur during construction of the 
Preferred Alternative would affect a diverse population. In Manhattan, there are few residents 
living with the immediate areas of construction. The population that does live in block groups 
within the area proximate to the affected locations is lower than the Manhattan average in terms 
of minority and low-income percentages. In addition to residents, this work would adversely af
fect daytime visitors to this part of Manhattan, including workers and shoppers in the area as 
well as other visitors. These daytime visitors would certainly be a diverse population. 

In Queens, the population affected by the significant impact during construction to Long Island 
City High School would be the students of the school. Since this building is home to Newcomer 
High School, a school for immigrant students, the affected population is likely to be largely poor 
and most likely includes a high percentage of minority students. Also in Queens, the designated 
truck routes that would be used by construction-related deliveries and spoil removal (if it is 
truck) pass through an area of mixed racial and ethnic character. Overall, the Long Island City/ 
Sunnyside area is 60 percent white, 6 percent black, 19 percent Asian, and 40 percent Hispanic, 
with a median household slightly lower than the New York City median (see Table 18-1). 

Transportation 

The parking shortfalls predicted to occur with the Preferred Alternative would affect a broad 
spectrum ofLIRR riders, most likely representing a cross section of Long Island's population. 
Similarly, the impacts that could occur to Metro-North service during construction of Option 1 
would also affect a diverse population of commuters. 

The temporary disruptions to traffic and pedestrian conditions on East 52nd, 53rd, and 54th 
Streets during construction of Option 1 and on 55th Street for Option 2 would affect the same 
type of broad population as described above under "Social Conditions" for this area. 

The impacts predicted for the Lexington A venue subway at 42nd Street would affect people 
who would experience more difficulty getting on and off the trains and up and down the stairs 
at the 42nd Street/Grand Central station and passengers on the trains who would be subject to 
greater crowding. To some extent, riders on the 71ine to and from Queens would share in the 
impact at the station. Within the NYCT system, the Lexington Avenue line acts both as a pri
mary route and as a collector route serving East Midtown and Lower Manhattan. Passengers do 
board the trains at their home stations to proceed directly to Lower Manhattan or East Midtown. 
However, a large contingent transfer to the Lexington A venue line from most other lines in the 
city, including the 2 and 3 (Bronx and Brooklyn), the D (Bronx and lower East Side), E and F 
(East 51st Street), F and Q (Lower East Side), N, R (Union Square and 59th Street), L (Union 
Square), J and M (Brooklyn Bridge), A, C, 2, 3, J and M (Fulton Street), and the 7 and shuttle 
trains at 42nd Street/Grand Central itself. The Lexington A venue line also collects passengers 
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commuting from the suburbs by rail, including all commuter lines serving the city. Metro-North 
and LIRR commuters at Grand Central would comprise the larger group of such commuters. 

The population using the 42nd Street/Grand Central subway station as an origin or destination 
would be made up primarily of workers in East Midtown. These comprise a broad spectrum of 
the region's population and do not contain a disproportionately high percentage of lower in
come, minority population. In considering the effect of crowding on the trains, it is important to 
note that the greatest crowding would occur as the trains approach or leave from 42nd Street/ 
Grand Central station, and the overall significant increment in crowding would be limited to 
East Midtown and the route to Lower Manhattan. As such, the trains would again contain the 
broadest mix of residents and commuters and would not hold a disproportionately high per
centage of lower income or minority population. For those residents who get on or off the trains 
in their own neighborhoods, that experience would not change. These residents would share 
with others the overcrowding as the trains pass through the central business district. These resi
dents do not comprise a disproportionate share of lower income or minority population; they 
come from a wide variety of New York City's neighborhoods-including the Bronx (most 
areas), East Harlem, the Upper East Side, East Midtown, Midtown South, the East Village, 
NoHo, SoHo, Chinatown/Little Italy, Lower Manhattan, Brooklyn Heights, downtown Brook
lyn, Park Slope and Flatbush-and represent a cross-section of the city's population. Thus, the 
unmitigated impact on the Lexington Avenue line from additional LIRR commuters riding the 
subway would not have a high and disproportionate impact on lower income or minority 
populations. 

Noise 

Following the guidelines of the Federal Transit Administration (PTA), the noise analysis con
sidered effects on different categories of land uses. The analysis concluded that some impacts 
would occur to "Category 1" land uses, which are defined as "tracts of land where quiet is an es
sential element in the intended purpose. This category includes lands set aside for serenity and 
quite, and such land uses as outdoor amphitheaters and concert pavilions, as well as National 
Historic Landmarks with significant outdoor use." These uses are generally places that are vis
ited or used by people from a broad geographical area, and therefore noise impacts on such uses 
would not result in significant impacts to any one population group. 

The analysis also predicted noise impacts from increases in train service for sensitive residential 
uses along the project route ("Category 2"). As detailed in Chapter 11, these impacts were pre
dicted along six LIRR branch segments: Woodside to Jamaica, in Queens; Jamaica to Valley 
Stream, just across the Queens-Nassau County border; Jamaica to Floral Park, also just across 
the Queens-Nassau border; Floral Park to Mineola, in Nassau County; Mineola to Hicksville, in 
Nassau County; and Huntington to Port Jefferson, in Suffolk County. For each of those seg
ments, an analysis was conducted of the racial/ethnic and economic composition of populations 
living close to the rail line. Data were gathered on the block group level-the smallest census 
unit for which this information is available-to identify small concentrations of low-income or 
minority residents, if present. 

Using a Geographic Information System (GIS) to link block groups with rail segments, census 
data for all residents in block groups adjacent to the six affected rail segments were collected. 
Populations in block groups farther from the rail line were not evaluated, because noise levels 
would drop off to below the impact threshold within 100 feet of the rail line at all locations. The 
results of the analysis are summarized in Table 18-3, which demonstrates that, overall, the block 
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Table 18-3 

Population Affected by the Preferred Alternative-Noise Impacts 

Race and Ethnicity (Percent) Economic Profile 

I 
I 

Asians American 1ss9 1 Percent 
and Indians, Median I Below 

Total Pacific Eskimos, Household Poverty 
Location Population White Black Islanders or Aleuts Hispanic* Income** Level*** 

Queens Impacted Population 86,751 42.6 38.5 12.3 0.3 16.2 32,126 14.4 

Queens Total 1,951,598 57.9 21.7 12.2 0.3 19.5 34,186 10.8 

Nassau Impacted Population 34,079 80.8 13.6 2.8 0.1 9.9 47,169 5.4 

Nassau County Total 1,287,348 86.6 8.6 3.1 0.1 6.0 54,283 3.7 

Suffolk Impacted Population 62,677 91.0 3.4 3.9 0.1 4.6 56,317 3.2 

Suffolk County Total 1,321,864 90.0 6.3 1.7 0.2 6.6 49,128 4.6 

Total Impacted Population 174,555 69.2 19.2 8.0 0.2 10.6 52,841 7.3 

Total LITC 8,349,010 64.5% 21.8% 6.2% 0.3% 16.3% $36,300 13.8% 

Notes: 
Impacted population is the total of residents within block groups closest to the impact locations. 
* An ethnic group that can include members of all different racial categories. 
** The median household income reported for the different impacted locations is a weighted average of those reported for the census and/or 

block groups in the study area. The median household income for the LITC is a weighted average of those reported for the counties in the 
LIT C. 

*** Percent of persons with incomes below the established poverty level; poverty level varies depending on household size. 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990. 
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groups in which noise impacts would occur have an average population with minority and low
income populations similar to or smaller than the counties in which those block groups are lo
cated or the LITC as a whole. 

Block Groups with Minority Concentrations. Following the U.S. Department of Transpor
tation's guidelines as well as census categories, this analysis considers minority population to 
include residents who are black; Asian and Pacific Islander; American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut; 
and Hispanic. The U.S. census considers all but the Hispanic category to be racial groups, and 
the Hispanic group to be ethnic. Consequently, residents can be both Hispanic and black, or His
panic and white, etc. To be conservative in identifying block groups with minority residents, a 
total percentage of minority residents was estimated by adding together all residents who are 
any of those racial groups or Hispanic, even though this involves some double-counting for His
panic residents. The analysis then identified any block groups where 50 percent or more of the 
population belonged to one or more of those minority groups. These block groups are shown in 
Figure 18-1. 

As shown in the figure, while there are a number of clusters of block groups with 50 percent or 
more minority residents in the LITC, the largest clusters are in four general areas of New York 
City-one of which would be affected by noise impacts from operation of the Preferred Alter
native. Minority concentration block groups in New York City center around upper Manhattan, 
central Brooklyn, north-central Queens, and southeast Queens. While the project avoids the 
three former clusters, the Jamaica to Floral Park and the Jamaica to Valley Stream LIRR seg
ments do pass through Southeast Queens. In addition, the Sunnyside to Jamaica segment passes 
through a few scattered minority concentrated block groups. 

In Nassau, the Mineola to Hicksville segment passes through a small cluster of block groups 
with minority concentrations, in the vicinity of the Village of Westbury. In Suffolk, the Hunting
ton to Port Jefferson segment passes through a single minority concentrated block group near 
the Huntington Station. As indicated on Figure 18-1, overall, the majority of minority concen
trated block groups in the LITC would not be affected by noise impacts from the Preferred 
Alternative. Furthermore, the majority of noise impacts along these six segments ofLIRR trac
kage fall upon block groups in which minorities do not make up the majority of the population. 

Block Groups with Concentrations o(Poverty. To determine the areas with a high proportion 
of low-income residents, the census block groups where 20 percent or more of the population 
was "poor" in 1990 (as defined by the 1990 US Census definition of poverty) were considered 
to have a concentration of poverty.* In comparison, 18.9 percent of New York City's residents 
overall are in this category, so the use of 20 percent is conservative for this analysis. Figure 18-2 
shows block groups with concentrations of poor residents. 

While concentrations of poverty are less clustered than concentrations of minorities, there are 
still areas that exhibit clusters of block groups with concentrations of poverty. In Nassau and 
Suffolk Counties, there are few such areas, but in New York City, clusters exist in much of 
Brooklyn (especially central Brooklyn) and in Upper Manhattan. 

* (Due to difficulties in gathering data on a block group level for the 1990 US Census category "Per
sons Below Poverty Level," data for the category "Poor Persons" was used instead. These two cate
gories, while defined slightly differently, yield percentages that are statistically indistinguishable.) 
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As indicated on Figure 18-2, similar to the case for block groups with concentrations of minori
ties, overall, the majority ofblock groups with concentrations of poverty in the LITC are not af
fected by noise impacts from the Preferred Alternative. Furthermore, the majority of noise im
pacts along these six segments of LIRR trackage fall upon block groups in which poor people 
do not make up 20 percent of the population. 

CONCLUSIONS REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Overall, the impacts of the Preferred Alternative that could not be fully mitigated would not be 
disproportionate. While impacts would occur in some locations with concentrations of low
income and minority residents, similar impacts would occur in other locations with populations 
without those concentrations. Figures 18-1 and 18-2 illustrate that the project's noise impacts 
are not concentrated in areas with low-income and minority populations, and Table 18-3 further 
demonstrates that areas affected by noise impacts, on average, have proportions of low-income 
and minority residents similar to or smaller than the counties in which they are located or the 
LITC as a whole. 

Furthermore, the project would provide substantial benefits that would affect the same broad 
range of people that would experience the project's impacts. For example, residents of Long 
Island who might experience noise impacts could also benefit from the improved service on the 
LIRR. In New York City, impacts to the Lexington Avenue subway line would occur, at the 
same time that substantial decreases in crowding on other subway lines would also occur, par
ticularly subways serving Queens. The project would also result in decreases in vehicle miles 
traveled, and associated decreases in air pollutants, throughout the LITC as well as in the Bronx. 

More specifically, the Preferred Alternative would result in a reduction in total daily VMT of 
approximately 342,000 in 2010 and 375,000 in 2020, as compared with the No Action Alterna
tive (see Table 18-4), which represents a major benefit to the region. This reduction in daily 
VMT would be spread across all counties in the LITC-Manhattan, Queens, Brooklyn, Nassau, 
and Suffolk-as well as counties outside the LITC. The greatest daily VMT reductions would 
occur in Queens and Nassau. Queens VMT would decline due to two factors: fewer Queens resi
dents commuting to Manhattan via automobile, and fewer Nassau and Suffolk County residents 
driving through Queens on their way to work. Nassau County, situated between Suffolk County 
and Manhattan, would experience the same effect. 

Another beneficiary of reduced VMT as a result of the Preferred Alternative would be Bronx 
County (-51 ,000 VMT in 2010 and -55,000 VMT in 2020). A worsening of already congested 
highway conditions in Queens for 2010 and 2020 is forecast to cause commuters to divert to 
Bronx roads in large numbers without the construction of the Preferred Alternative (the No 
Action Alternative). With the construction of the Preferred Alternative, these Bronx "through
trips" would be greatly reduced. As noted on Table 18-1, the Bronx contains a relatively high 
proportion of minority populations and has a relatively low median income. Thus, in benefitting 
the LITC, the Preferred Alternative would affect a population that is not proportionately high in 
minority and low-income residents. However, the project would additionally benefit an area 
outside the LITC-i.e., the Bronx-where there is a relatively high proportion of lower income 
and minority residents. 

On balance, the significant unmitigated impacts of the Preferred Alternative would not dispro
portionately affect low-income or minority populations. However, some of the benefits would 
focus on minority and low-income areas. 
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2010 

Drive-to-
Auto-Mode Transit 

Manhattan (41 897) 0 

Queens (127745) 8 336 
Brooklyn 961 0 

Bronx (50 923) 0 

Nassau (117,720) 12 669 

Suffolk (37 997)_ 11 522 

Other Counties 992 0 

All Counties (374,330) 32,527 

Note: ( ) = reduction in VMT. 

Table 18-4 

Change in Vehicle Miles Traveled: 
2010, 2020 No Action vs. Preferred 

2020 

Drive-to-
Total Auto-Mode Transit Total 

(41 897) (44,590) 0 (44,590) 

(119409) (138 325) 8 719 (129606) 

961 710 0 710 

(50 923) (54 949) 0 (54,949) 

(105 051) (129,059) 13,816 (115 243) 

1_26,475) (42,832) 13 386 (29,446) 

992 (1 553) 0 (1 ,553) 

(341 ,803) (410,598) 35,921 (374,677) 

POTENTIAL LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

SUMMARY OF UNMITIGATED IMPACTS 

Chapters 3 through 17 of this FE/S describe the general effects of developing potential 
storage yards at seven illustrative sites on Long Island, selected to represent a range of 
environmental issues that might be expected as a result of development of new train 
storage yards on Long Island in the future (see Chapter 2 for more information). 

The analyses conducted for this FE/S concluded that, of the seven sites analyzed, a new 
yard would also result in permanent adverse impacts on community character at the Riverhead 
site, should that yard site be selected. The vegetated wall and/or landscaped buffer area would 
only partially mitigate the impacts on land use, social conditions, and visual character that 
would result from a new yard at this location (see Table 18-5). 

AFFECTED POPULATION 

On Long Island, if the Riverhead site is selected for a new train storage yard, a significant ad
verse impact to community character would affect residents living in houses adjacent to the 
yards. This population of approximately 115 residents is largely white (the surrounding census 
tract was 89 percent white in 1990) and, judging by the type of housing in the area, may contain 
a disproportionate number oflow-income households. No other unmitigated significant adverse 
impacts would occur at potential Long Island yard sites (see Chapter 4, "Social Conditions," for 
a full discussion of population characteristics near those sites). 
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Analysis Area 

Land Use, Zoning, 
and Public Policy 

Social Conditions 

Property Acquisitions 

Visual Quality 

Historic Resources 

Archaeological 
Resources 

Noise 

Contaminated 
Materials 

Chapter 18: Environmental Justice 

Table 18-5 

Summary of Adverse Effects and Mitigation 
for Illustrative Yard Sites on Long Island 

Effects Mitigation Unmitigated Impacts 

Potential/and use conflicts with Buffers consisting of landscaped walls Impact would remain 
surrounding uses at Babylon and and/or vegetated areas would be con- partially unmitigated at 
Riverhead yard sites. Potential structed around new yards at Babylon Riverhead. 
impacts from displacement of and Riverhead. At Yaphank East and 
farmland at Yaphank East, Riverhead, relocation of agricultural 
Yaphank West, and Riverhead uses would take into consideration soil 
sites. type and land suitability. At Yaphank 

West, the potential yard would be 
shifted to avoid land in agricultural use. 

Adverse impact to character of The yards would be buffered from adja- Impact would remain 
residential communities sur- cent or nearby properties by a land- partially unmitigated at 
rounding Babylon and River- scaped wall or vegetated area. Proper- Riverhead. 
head yard sites. Development of ties at Babylon would be acquired fol-
Babylon site would also require lowing federal acquisition and reloca-
displacement of S residences. tion ref!,u/ations. 

Permanent acquisition of any The properties would be acquired fol- None. 
yard site selected. Could involve lowing the requirements of the Federal 
displacement of active uses. Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970. 

Potential for impacts at Babylon, Buffers consisting of landscaped walls Impact would remain 
Yaphank East, and Riverhead or vegetated areds would be provided partially unmitigated at 
Yard sites. around those new yards. Riverhead. 

Potential demolition of Pilgrim Ongoing consultation with SHPO re- None. 
Hospital structures on Long garding design alternatives if this site is 
Island would constitute a signifi- selected. 
cant adverse impact. 

Impacts would occur if signifi- Ongoing consultation with SHPO as None. 
cant archaeological resources detailed in a Programmatic Agreement 
exist at yard sites selected. All regarding further analysis and design of 
sites but Cerro Wire have paten- mitigative measures. 
tial for resources. 

Noise impact at site of potential A noise wall would be constructed None. 
new train storage yard in around the yard. 
Riverhead. 

Potential for exposure to con- Sampling, analysis, delineation and None. 
laminated materials during quantification of contamination prior to 
construction. construction; development of site-

specific CCMPs based on findings of 
the samplinf!. prowam. 

18-15 



MT AJLIRR East Side Access FEIS 

Analysis Area 

Natural Resources 

Construction 
Impacts: Natural 
Resources 

Table 18-5 (Continued) 

Summary of Adverse Effects and Mitigation 
for Illustrative Yard Sites on Long Island 

Effects Mitigation Unmitigated Impacts 

Babylon site could affect Minimize clearing at Yaphank East and None. 
Sampwams Creek (freshwater Pilgrim Hospital sites. 
wetland that connects to Critical Comply with runoff management poli-
Environmental Area). cies of Coastal Zone Management 
Yaphank East site could affect Program at Riverhead. 
Carmans River (New York State 
Wild and Scenic River, 
freshwater wetlands, floodplain). 
Potential for impact on 
protected grassland species. 

Pilgrim Hospital site could affect 
freshwater wetland and 
Edgewood oak brush plains 
habitat, also a significant 
groundwater protection area. 

Riverhead site near wetlands 
that are part of a critical natural 
resources area under the 
Peconic Estuary Prowam. 

Potential increased erosion and Preparation of soil and sedimentation None. 
storm water runoff during control Plan and other SPOES per-
construction. mitting requirements. 

CONCLUSIONS REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

For any sites selected for more detailed future evaluation as potential rail storage yards, 
environmental justice and other socioeconomic effects will be analyzed. •!• 
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Chapter 19: Secondary and Cumulative Effects 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Secondary impacts are those that are "caused by an action and are later in time or farther re
moved in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable" (40 CFR 1508.8). Generally, these im
pacts are induced by the proposed project. Secondary effects can occur within the full range of 
impact types, such as changes in land use; economic vitality; neighborhood character; traffic 
congestion, with its associated effects on air quality and noise; water resources; and other natu
ral resources. 

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental consequences of an action (the project) 
when added to other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions (40 CFR 1508.7). 
The cumulative effects of an action may be undetectable when viewed in the individual 
context of direct and even secondary impacts, but nevertheless when added to other ac
tions can eventually lead to a measurable environmental change. 

Chapters 3 through 18 assess the potential primary and secondary effects of the No Action, 
TSM, and Preferred Alternatives for a range of technical areas. This chapter summarizes secon
dary effects of the project alternatives and addresses cumulative effects of the alternatives in 
combination with conditions as set forth in "Future Conditions Common to All Alternatives" 
section of the previous chapters, plus other reasonably foreseeable actions that are not yet to the 
point where they have been included in capital budgets or identified in the long-term planning 
oftransportation agencies. 

B. SECONDARYIMPACTS 

As outlined in Chapter 1, "Project Purpose and Need," an important goal of the East Side Ac
cess Project is to produce beneficial secondary impacts in the Long Island Transportation Corri
dor (LITC) and the New York metropolitan region. These are primarily sustained regional eco
nomic growth, a trend towards more efficient development patterns, and reduction in use of the 
automobile. The adverse secondary effects of the project alternatives identified in the previous 
chapters arise from changes in train service and localized commuting patterns and relate to land 
use, social conditions, economic conditions, transportation, and air quality. In comparing 
secondary effects among alternatives, the relevant assessments in Chapters 3 through 5, 9, 10, 
and 12 clearly demonstrate that only the Preferred Alternative would generate significant bene
ficial secondary impacts and that its secondary adverse impacts could be mitigated, as sum
marized below. 

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY 

The East Side Access Project is not expected to have major effects on land use. As discussed in 
Chapter 3, the LITC is substantially developed. In Manhattan, both Grand Central Terminal 
(GCT) and Penn Station lie within the Midtown commercial center, surrounded by dense, pre
dominantly commercial uses. Although the project could make the area around GCT more 
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attractive as a commercial district, it is an extremely desirable area now, but with few sites 
available for development. At Penn Station, the diversion of LIRR riders to GCT would have 
only minor, localized effect. Under the No Action and TSM Alternatives, these passengers 
would arrive in Penn Station, but travel to the area near GCT to reach their destinations. 

As noted in Chapter 3, the Preferred Alternative's Sunnyside station would support the city's 
plans to create a Central Business District (CBD) in Long Island City. However, the ultimate 
success of the new CBD would depend primarily on public policy (to permit it and perhaps grant 
incentives for development) and economic trends. The project alternative's role would be sup
portive, but not critical. The No Action and TSM Alternatives would offer no beneficial secon
dary impact in Long Island City. None of the project alternatives would affect land uses in the 
areas surrounding the replacement yard sites (i.e., Blissville, Maspeth, Fresh Pond, and 
Highbridge Yards). 

Secondary effects of the Preferred Alternative on land use on Long Island would be generally 
beneficial. By attracting new patrons to the LIRR, this alternative would reduce congestion on 
the area's highways, resulting in improved access to land uses. The alternative would clearly 
generally support policies in the Nassau County Comprehensive Plan and the Suffolk County 
resolutions on livable communities that seek to concentrate future growth in established areas, 
make efficient use of the transportation network, and revitalize existing town centers. Increased 
patronage on the LIRR would support land uses around local train stations and focus develop
ment on town centers, promoting a more efficient and centered land use pattern. The No Action 
and TSM Alternatives would provide no such beneficial secondary land use impact on Long 
Island. Development patterns would continue as urban sprawl with no impetus to alter land use 
patterns. 

On a regional level, secondary land use/development effects of the No Action Alternative and 
even the TSM Alternative could actually be adverse. The increases in population and employ
ment-and the development to support these increases-predicted for 201 0 and 2020 are based 
on the assumption that transportation services would not deteriorate during this time. If under 
the No Action or TSM Alternative transportation service does indeed deteriorate, then the anti
cipated growth may not be achieved. On Long Island, where there is still substantial develop
ment potential, the potential effects of the No Action Alternative would be most apparent. Under 
the Preferred Alternative, there would be no rail transportation-related impediment to antici
pated growth. 

SOCIAL CONDITIONS 

Secondary effects on social conditions from the project relate to changes in service and access 
for the area's residents and workers, access and support to community facilities and recreational 
opportunities, and community character. As discussed in Chapter 4, in general, the No Action 
Alternative would result in adverse secondary effects on social conditions throughout the LITC, 
the TSM Alternative's effects would be somewhat less adverse, and the Preferred Alternative 
would generate beneficial secondary effects, as described below. The project alternatives would 
not affect social conditions in the areas surrounding the yard sites. 

With an increasing demand on rail transit service predicted under the No Action Alternative, ac
cess to the region's community facilities, workplaces, homes, and areas of commerce would be
come more difficult and inconvenient. On Long Island, where use of the LIRR is strongest, 
the decrease in quality of LIRR service would be felt most strongly. This change would 
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inconvenience all study area residents and support the trend toward an area characterized by in
creased dependence on the automobile. A portion of the labor force living on Long Island would 
be more likely to seek jobs outside the region's commercial center in New York City. The rail
road's influence on land use trends would weaken, resulting in a stronger trend toward auto
dependent land use patterns. This is likely to have an adverse impact on efforts to preserve com
munity character in areas that depend on the LIRR. Within Manhattan, the potential increase in 
Penn Station passengers making their way across town to and from their jobs on the East Side 
would add to congestion and detract from community character as well. 

The TSM Alternative would slightly improve transportation service to East Midtown Manhat
tan, and therefore would result in small decreases in congestion in Midtown. Overall, however, 
the TSM Alternative would have little effect in terms of strengthening the CBD or improving ac
cess to regional community facilities. By offering some increase in capacity for commuter ser
vice on the LIRR, the TSM Alternative would cause less inconvenience to residents of Long 
Island than the No Action Alternative, but it would not abate the trend toward a neighborhood 
character more strongly characterized by dependence on the automobile. 

In contrast, by greatly improving service to Manhattan from eastern Queens and Long Island, 
and by adding origin/destination options (GCT and Sunnyside station), the Preferred Alternative 
would benefit all corridor residents and would improve access to the region's community facili
ties. Those residents of Long Island and eastern Queens who commute on the LIRR would ex
perience the greatest benefit. However, since the LIRR serves the region's community facilities, 
all residents would benefit. In addition, because the Preferred Alternative would succeed in di
verting to the LIRR some commuters who would otherwise drive to work, it would support tran
sit-centered development and help to shift the trends that currently favor suburban sprawl and 
automobile dependence. 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND RELOCATION 

As discussed in Chapter 5, the direct displacement and required relocation of employment and 
businesses as a result of the Preferred Alternative is not expected to engender indirect, or 
secondary impacts. Secondary economic effects of the project on the LITC and study areas are, 
like those of land use and social conditions, related to the changes in transportation service and 
commuting patterns. Again, the No Action Alternative's potential secondary effects would be 
adverse, the TSM Alternative's less so, and the Preferred Alternative's beneficial, as summa
rized below. There would be a slight beneficial effect on economic conditions in the areas sur
rounding the yard sites. 

Since the projections of population and employment for the LITC assume no deterioration in 
transportation service, with the decline in service under the No Action Alternative, these pre
dicted growth levels might not be achieved. On Long Island, this could mean fewer new resi
dents and possibly lower employment with a concomitant effect on the future local tax base and 
economic activity. In addition, commuters might adjust their travel patterns to compensate for 
deteriorating service on the LIRR, with economic impacts on the broader community exacer
bating already congested conditions on major roads leading from Long Island to Manhattan. 

Such a shift would increase congestion on the roads, increasing the time required for the journey 
to work by non-transit users, and slow the delivery of goods and services over roads throughout 
the region. This is tum would increase the cost of doing business, ultimately making the LITC a 
less desirable location for business. Thus, the No Action Alternative could affect the 
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attractiveness of the LITC, and particularly Manhattan, as a business location, undermining the 
projected employment growth for the region and the economic demand that would be generated 
by future employees. 

The modifications proposed under the TSM Alternative would improve the journey to work for 
some LIRR commuters, and secondarily improve the movement of goods and services through 
the region. However, the improvements would not be sufficient to avoid the overcrowding and 
delays that are likely to occur in the future, and the existing disconnect between the location of 
jobs and the location of terminals would not be substantially improved by the implementation 
of the TSM Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would create two major improvements in the LIRR infrastructure that 
would have significant beneficial impacts on the region's economy: the provision of new LIRR 
service to a new LIRR terminal at GCT and the creation of a new LIRR station in Sunnyside, 
Queens. The direct impacts from these improvements would be the elimination of the existing 
disconnect between the location of jobs and location of terminals, as well as substantial relief 
from the currently overcrowded conditions on many LIRR peak hour trains, and considerable re
duction in the time required for the journey to work. Non-LIRR users would also benefit, since 
the diversion of auto commuters to the train would reduce congestion on the major Long Island 
roadways leading to Manhattan. 

With the Preferred Alternative, the rail transit system would be adequate to serve the region with 
the economic growth that is currently projected. Therefore, compared with the No Action Alter
native the Preferred Alternative would have a clear positive secondary impact on productivity 
within the LITC, and particularly in Manhattan. Eliminating the disconnect between the loca
tions of jobs and the LIRR terminals, improving transportation service, reducing travel time, and 
improving the quality of life would provide the transportation support that is needed for there
gion, particularly Manhattan, in light of its projected growth in employment. Research suggests 
a strong correlation between infrastructure investment and more openings of new businesses, as 
well as expansions of existing businesses. The investment proposed under the Preferred Alterna
tive would count heavily to support the LITC and Manhattan, in particular, as a viable location 
for business growth. As noted in Chapter 5, achieving the employment projections for Manhat
tan would generate about $26 billion in new annual earnings (wages and salaries) by 2020 in 
today's dollars, as well as considerable secondary spending and employment impacts throughout 
the state. 

As another secondary effect, there would be changes in spending patterns at the two Manhattan 
LIRR terminals with an increase of 161,000 daily LIRR riders at GCT compared to the No 
Action Alternative and a decrease of 115,000 daily LIRR riders at Penn Station compared to the 
No Action Alternative. These changes would be offsetting (and a net benefit, since the increase 
at GCT would be greater than the decrease at LIRR), but neither would be significant, for the 
following reasons: (1) at GCT, the retail and restaurant establishments constitute a destination 
for more than a million workers, residents, and visitors in the Midtown area, and MNR and fu
ture LIRR commuters; (2) at Penn Station, the shops and restaurants currently thrive on approxi
mately 307,000 daily rail commuters and an estimated additional200,000 subway riders who 
pass through the terminal to and from work each day, in addition to workers and visitors in the 
area; and (3) the reduction of riders at Penn Station would result in a total number of commuters 
that is approximately the same as today's number, since NJ Transit and Amtrak commuters, sub
way riders, and surrounding employment are all expected to increase in the future with or with
out the project. 
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The location of a new LIRR station in Sunnyside would increase accessibility to the area for the 
Long Island work force. Expanding direct links to the work force in a wider region would make 
Long Island City a more attractive location for the growing service industries in the area, par
ticularly business services, since a larger labor pool with a broader range of skills would be 
more readily accessible. In the long run, the Preferred Alternative would enhance opportunities 
for future development in Long Island City, where nearly 4 million square feet of office space 
are currently planned. In addition, the combination of midday railcar storage and the proposed 
new station would very likely increase employment, and thus consumer expenditures by railroad 
employees as well as new LIRR commuters. 

Long Island would also benefit from the Preferred Alternative. The attraction of an area as a 
business location is not only based on the transportation infrastructure, but also on the availa
bility of the work force. Since transportation on Long Island is problematic in every mode, in
vesting in LIRR infrastructure is likely to improve the quality of life on Long Island for users 
and non-users of the system alike, i.e., improved rail service would also reduce traffic conges
tion, both of which would support the attraction of Long Island as a desirable residential loca
tion. Population growth (and thus, growth in the work force) and employment growth projected 
for Long Island would be more readily achievable under the Preferred Alternative. 

TRANSPORTATION 

OVERVIEW 

In considering secondary transportation effects of the project alternatives, only the Preferred 
Alternative, which proposes substantial changes in service leading to measurable changes in 
commutation patterns, would generate impacts (see Chapter 9). The No Action Alternative and 
TSM Alternative would generally not create significant secondary effects, except as noted in the 
discussions below. 

In terms of regional travel, the Preferred Alternative would provide an overall significant bene
ficial secondary effect by improving transportation service from Long Island and eastern Queens 
to Manhattan and Queens. It would provide commuters destined for Manhattan with increased 
and improved train service-there would be more trains into Manhattan, greater availability of 
seats, and the flexibility to get directly to the East Side of Midtown Manhattan in addition to the 
West Side. It would reduce auto commutation into Manhattan as well, by diverting auto trips 
from eastern Queens and Long Island, to the LIRR. Overall, the Preferred Alternative would re
duce total daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by about 342,000 in 2010 and by 375,000 in 2020 
compared to the No Action Alternative. There would be 11,000 fewer daily auto trips to work 
in 2010, and 12,000 fewer daily trips in 2020. Background traffic in the overall Midtown area 
would decrease by 2 percent compared to the No Action Alternative, and weekday parking de
mand in Manhattan from Long Island commuters would be approximately 3,000 vehicles below 
that of the No Action Alternative. 

At the same time, the project could result in localized effects on other transportation elements. 
These would include the potential for increased traffic at intersections surrounding GCT, where 
the number of taxis would increase. These effects would also include increased traffic and 
parking at LIRR stations in eastern Queens and on Long Island, where the number of riders is 
projected to increase because of the Preferred Alternative. 
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GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL AND SURROUNDING AREA 

In the area surrounding GCT, all of the local traffic impacts could be mitigated with standard 
traffic improvement measures, such as signal phasing and timing modifications, more restrictive 
parking regulations, and by providing exclusive phases for turning movements at some intersec
tions where there are significant conflicts with high volumes of pedestrians. 

Other local effects of the Preferred Alternative would include both increases and decreases in 
ridership and related impacts on subways serving GCT. Ridership on the Lexington Avenue line 
would rise. There would be increases in the number of pedestrians in and around the terminal. 
The subway impacts include overcrowding on several subway station elements (e.g., stairs, esca
lators, entrances, etc.) and an increase in demand on the "line haul," or the number of passengers 
on the trains entering and leaving the station during the peak hours. Mitigation of the subway 
impacts includes a series of improvements to increase usage of currently underutilized areas 
within the transit system such as the "free" passageway connecting the 42nd Street Shuttle with 
the Lexington A venue line, strategic placement of control agents to divert passenger flows to 
paths with available capacity, new stairwells, additional turnstiles, and removal of impedances 
to smooth passenger flows on the subway platforms. The overall mitigation strategy aims at gen
erating more balanced use of passageways, stairwells and escalators to create a more balanced 
distribution of passengers to, from, and within the subway station. Certain elements could be 
mitigated fully while others only partially. 

The increases in pedestrian flows in GCT would not result in significant adverse secondary im
pacts. In one location, it is recommended that an existing escalator bank, which operates with 
one escalator up and one down at all times, be operated with both escalators up in the AM peak 
period and both down in the PM peak period to accommodate increased pedestrian activity. 

In the area surrounding GCT, the secondary effects of increased pedestrian flow would be 
limited to locations near GCT, since most of these passengers would travel to the area from 
Penn Station under the No Action and TSM Alternatives. Still, the assessment in Chapter 9 
found that there would be significant impacts requiring mitigation at several locations. Some 15-
foot-wide crosswalks would need to be widened to 20 feet. At some locations, street furniture 
and other impediments to pedestrian flow would need to be cleared or limited. This could in
clude sidewalk vendors, newspaper kiosks, and flower boxes, for example. Quick, steady re
moval of refuse bags that often line sections of sidewalk in Midtown would also be needed. 

With the Preferred Alternative there would be reduced demand for several bus routes that con
nect Penn Station with the East Side, since LIRR commuters could take direct LIRR service to 
GCT. There would also be some ridership increases on East Side bus routes by LIRR commuters 
arriving at GCT who would need to transfer to other routes to get to their final destinations. It 
is NYCT's policy to adjust bus schedules and frequencies as demand dictates. 

While pedestrian, subway, and taxi activity would increase at GCT, it would decrease in and 
around Penn Station. In 2020, compared to the No Action Alternative diverted LIRR riders 
would reduce total rail commuters in Penn Station by nearly 30 percent. Thus, passenger move
ments in Penn Station would be less congested, vehicle traffic on the street network would be 
less congested, and crowding in subway stations and on subway lines would be eased. 
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LONG ISLAND CITY/SUNNYSIDE AND FLATBUSH AVENUE TERMINAL 

The Preferred Alternative would generate a relatively small number of new LIRR riders at its 
proposed Sunnyside station during the peak commuting periods. It is anticipated that 90 percent 
of these LIRR commuters at Sunnyside would walk to their final destination in the area after 
alighting from LIRR trains, that 9 to 10 percent would transfer to subways or buses, and that less 
than 1 percent would take taxis or be picked up or dropped off by car. Significant adverse traffic 
and transportation impacts are not expected. 

Under the TSM Alternative additional LIRR commuters would arrive at the Hunters Point Ave
nue terminal station, the vast majority of whom would then transfer to westbound IRT No. 7 
Flushing line trains to Manhattan's East Side at the No. 7line's Hunters Point Avenue station. 
These No. 7 trains are already operating at capacity, without room for additional passengers. A 
few new LIRR riders are projected to use the very infrequent LIRR service to its Long Island 
City station; many of these riders would also transfer to the No. 7 line at its Vernon-Jackson 
station. 

Under the TSM Alternative additional LIRR riders would travel to the Flatbush A venue terminal 
in downtown Brooklyn and transfer to the northbound Nos. 4, 5, or 6lines. Those lines are also 
subjected to serious crowding levels, and the addition of new LIRR commuters there would 
exacerbate those conditions. 

EASTERN QUEENS AND LONG ISLAND 

The analysis of potential impacts at LIRR stations focused in detail on 15 of the LIRR's stations 
in eastern Queens and Long Island, representing the range of all stations, including several of 
the busiest stations and others with more moderate usage, stations within local business districts 
and others closer to residential areas or in fringe areas, stations with multiple bus routes and 
others with limited service, and stations with extensive parking capacity and others with very 
limited parking availability. Potential traffic impacts were examined at the representative sta
tions, while parking impacts were evaluated at all stations. 

Traffic 

Analysis of traffic conditions found several intersections with the potential for significant im
pact under the Preferred Alternative. All of these impacts could be mitigated via standard traffic 
engineering improvements, such as the installation of traffic signals at unsignalized intersec
tions, signal phasing and/or timing modifications at signalized intersections, lane re-striping, 
offsetting center lines of streets to gain additional capacity in one direction, and more restrictive 
parking regulations. These are standard measures within the day-to-day jurisdiction of the agen
cies responsible for maintaining traffic operations. Since the detailed traffic impact analyses 
were conducted for a representative set of stations, standard traffic engineering improvements 
would likely be sufficient to mitigate traffic impacts that might occur at any of the LIRR's nu
merous other stations. At one grade crossing, the mitigation would relate to the timing of the 
crossing gate. 

Parking 

The Preferred Alternative can be expected to increase parking demands at each of the LIRR's 
124 stations as described in detail in Table 9E-13 in Chapter 9, section E. Several stations would 
be able to accommodate the demands, while others would experience significant parking 
shortfalls (in most cases, parking shortfalls would be expected even under the No Action 
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Alternative). Depending on the individual station in question, mitigation of these shortfalls 
would include: expansion of existing lots or construction of new lots or garages; modification 
of train service and schedules to increase service at stations with available parking or where 
parking could be added more easily; institution of fare policy changes to attract riders to a new 
station by shifting one or more stations from one fare zone to another; increasing bus service or 
heavily subsidizing bus fares; implementation of new feeder bus services; improving facilities 
to increase pickup and drop-off activity rather than parking; providing preferential parking areas 
for car-poolers, with enforcement; construction of new stations near or between two major sta
tions where parking demands greatly exceed parking availability; promoting bicycle use; and 
others. Ridership and parking projections would need to be closely monitored, and the LIRR 
would need to be ready to implement one or more of these strategies at individual stations. 

AIR QUALITY 

Air quality effects of the project are "secondary" and result from changes in traffic patterns in
duced by modifications to travel patterns associated with the project (see Chapter 10). The Pre
ferred Alternative would generate two types of secondary air quality effects-regional ("meso
scale") changes in vehicular miles traveled and related pollutant burdens of carbon monoxide, 
volatile organic compounds, compounds of nitrogen and oxygen, and small particulate matter; 
and localized ("microscale") increases or decreases in pollutants associated with automobiles, 
represented by the analysis of carbon monoxide concentrations at specific sites. The TSM Alter
native would affect only regional air quality, since it would have no effect on local traffic condi
tions near GCT, and minimal effects in Sunnyside and some at LIRR stations. 

As shown in Table 10-8 in Chapter 10, the Preferred and TSM Alternatives would reduce pol
lutant burdens attributable to the automobile compared to the No Action Alternative, with the 
Preferred Alternative's reductions equaling between 3 and 5 times that of the TSM Alternative. 
(For context, Table 10-9 in Chapter 10 provides a listing of pollutant emissions for the entire 
New York Metropolitan Area.) The TSM Alternative would increase pollutant burdens pro
duced by the operation of diesel trains. In total, the Preferred Alternative would show beneficial 
secondary effects on regional air quality. The TSM Alternative would have beneficial effects on 
all but nitrogen oxygen compounds. 

The air quality analysis in Chapter 10 found that the Preferred Alternative would have an impact 
on air quality at one location: Madison Avenue and 48th Street in Manhattan. The concentra
tion of carbon monoxide would remain within standards, but the increase over the No Action 
condition is considered to be significant. This impact would be mitigated by proposed traffic 
mitigation at that location. 

ENERGY 

Secondary energy impacts of the project are associated with traffic-related energy use. As dis
cussed in Chapter 12 and shown on Table 12-1, the change from auto use to LIRR travel for the 
journey to work under TSM and Preferred Alternatives would reduce travel-related energy con
sumption. The TSM Alternative would reduce annual VMT by 33.3 million miles, resulting in 
a 177 billion-BTU reduction in energy consumption. The Preferred Alternative would reduce 
total VMT by 100.4 million miles, but adding energy consumption from additional electric 
trains, thus generating a net reduction in energy consumption of 151 billion BTUs. This com
pares to an estimated annual ground transportation consumption in New York State of 87 4 tril
lion BTUs. 
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C. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

OVERVIEW 

The Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ's) "Considering Cumulative Effects Under 
the National Environmental Policy Act" (January 1997) offers a framework for examining 
cumulative impacts of a proposed action. Overall, this guidance is clear that an EIS under 
NEPA must consider that the effect of a project, in combination with other conditions and 
potential actions, may have an impact that could not be identified in an examination of 
impacts from the project alone. To this end, the CEQ outlines a process for the identifica
tion and evaluation of cumulative effects. It includes the following: 

• Scoping, in which the cumulative effects issues are determined, geographic scope and 
time frame for the analysis are established, and other actions affecting the issues and 
areas of concern are identified. 

• Analysis of the affected environment, in which the resources of concern identified in 
scoping are characterized in terms of their response to change, the stresses affecting 
these resources are also characterized, and a baseline condition for the resourcf!S is 
defined. 

• Determination of environmental consequences, in which cause-and-effect relation
ships between the types of actions being taken and the stresses on resources are de
fined, the magnitude of impacts are determined, alternatives or mitigation to avoid ad
verse cumulative impacts are proposed, and the cumulative effects of the selected 
alternative are monitored. 

Those steps were followed in preparation of this EIS for the East Side Access Project. The 
scoping process described the methods to be used to analyze cumulative impacts, and 
the analysis of the affected environment and consequences of the proposed action con
sidered the cumulative effects of the East Side Access Project together with other projects 
expected to occur in the area. 

Following CEQ guidelines, an analysis of cumulative impacts considers resources, eco
systems, and human communities that could be potentially affeCted by the action and 
whether those could also be affected cumulatively by the action in combination with 
other reasonably foreseeable actions. To this end, this EIS considers as the future baseline 
condition the combination of existing conditions together with known development plans, 
public policies, projected population and employment growth, and other general back
ground growth. The TSM and Preferred Alternatives are then compared with this future 
baseline condition. 

Specifically, the consideration of project impacts in Chapters 3 through 18 of the EIS in
cluded regional traffic and transportation plans, as well as projected growth in population 
and employment throughout the region. The following projects were included in the fu
ture baseline conditions: 

• LIRR service plans to operate the dual-mode locomotives and provide a one-seat ride 
to Penn Station from areas in diesel territory. 

• LIRR plans to operate up to 42 trains per hour during peak periods. 
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• Metro-North 2020 service plans including additional service permitted by the Mid 
Harlem Line Third Track Project and the Wassaic Extension Project. 

• The Secaucus Transfer Project in New jersey, which will enable a direct transfer from 
Nj Transit's Main Line, Bergen County Line and Pascack Valley Line and Metro
North's Port jervis and Spring Valley Lines to NJ Transit Northeast Corridor service to 
Penn Station. 

• The Nj Transit Montclair Connection that will add Boonton Line trains to Midtown 
Direct Service to Penn Station with electrification on the Boonton Line extended to 
Great Notch. 

• The }FK Light Rail System, or Air Train, that will connect the airport to LIRR's jamaica 
station and NYCT Howard Beach subways in Queens. 

• Free bus-to-subway transfers on the MTA system. 

• Bus service modifications to represent expected future year operations. 

• The NYCT's 63rd Street Tunnel Connector Project that will/ink the Band Q trains to 
the Queens Boulevard E and F lines and enhance overall passenger capacity across 
the East River and reduce crowding on the E and F lines. 

• Major capital improvements by NYCT to the Flatbush!Atlantic!Pacific Avenue sub-
ways in Brooklyn and the reopening of all four tracks on the Manhattan Bridge. 

These regional transportation projects that have been approved and will be implemented 
by 20 7 0 and 2020 were included in the patronage estimates made for the No Action, 
TSM, and Preferred Alternatives for the years 20 7 0 and 2020, as appropriate, and are thus 
considered in the evaluation of the impacts of the three project alternatives. In addition, 
a number of major proposed future land use projects were included in the transportation 
and other EIS analyses of East Side Access Project impacts. These considerations account 
for a major portion of cumulative effects analysis of project alternatives. 

In addition, there are a number of additional proposals for transportation projects in the 
region that are in various stages of the planning process. If constructed, these projects 
would affect the capacity of the existing transportation system and alter commuter access 
patterns to and within Midtown Manhattan. just as the continued growth of Midtown's 
business district has pushed to the limit the available capacity of the existing transporta
tion infrastructure in the LITC, commuter demand for direct service to Manhattan has 
steadily grown from Westchester, Putnam, and Dutchess Counties to the north and areas 
in New jersey and New York located west of the Hudson River. 

POTENTIAL TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
STUDY AREA 

As discussed in Chapter 7, MTA agencies are cooperating with other agencies as they 
plan to improve mobility throughout the New York metropolitan region, moving toward 
a unified regional transportation system to link business centers, communities and airports 
together and with the rest of the region. This effort includes the East Side Access Project 
plus the following potential future actions: 

19-10 



Chapter 19: Secondary and Cumulative Effects 

• Second Avenue subway, whose goal is to improve subway service on the East Side of 
Manhattan. 

• East River Crossing, to improve NYCT service between Brooklyn and Manhattan. 

• LaGuardia Subway Access, to provide direct rapid transit access between Manhattan 
and LaGuardia Airport using service extended from the Queensboro Plaza station on 
theN train. 

• Metro-North Railroad Penn Station Access, to provide Metro-North riders direct ac
cess to the West Side of Manhattan via Penn Station. 

• Lower Manhattan Access, to plan new service to give commuters better access to 
Lower Manhattan. 

• Far West Midtown Study, to extend the No. 7 train west from its current terminus at 
Times Square to a new terminus near the javits Center. 

• One-Seat Transit Access to john F. Kennedy International (JFK) Airport, to provide di
rect rapid transit access between Manhattan and the airport. 

• Access to the Region's Core, to provide additional trans-Hudson public transportation 
capacity to Midtown Manhattan. 

In sum, the goal and cumulative effect of these projects with the East Side Access Pre
ferred Alternative would be to balance transportation throughout the region, greatly im
proving the journey to work by providing additional capacity and access to the center city 
in all three CBD locations-East Midtown, West Midtown, and Lower Manhattan-from 
all commuting directions. Together, the projects would allow the region to compete eco
nomically for jobs and growth in the national and international arena by improving access 
to the region's commercial core, reduce dependence on the automobile and auto-related 
regional VMT by increasing rail capacity, improve regional air quality, and decrease ener
gy consumption. With the East Side Access No Action Alternative or TSM Alternative, 
these benefits would not accrue to the LITC, and the full cumulative positive effects would 
be substantially reduced. 

A more specific review of the East Side Access Project in conjunction with each potential 
project is provided below. 

SECOND AVENUE SUBWAY/MANHATTAN EAST SIDE TRANSIT ALTERNATIVES (MESA) 

The MTA is dedicated to developing a Second Avenue subway to extend the entire length 
of Manhattan's East Side, bringing critical relief to the Lexington Avenue subway. A total 
of $1.05 billion has been allocated in the MTA's 2000-2004 Capital Program for a full
length Second Avenue subway project. The MESA study is the planning effort for the 
northern element of the full build subway. 

The impact of the Second Avenue subway in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative 
would be to alleviate conditions on the Lexington Avenue line, particularly at the Grand 
Central subway station. In particular, the Second Avenue subway would divert riders from 
the Lexington Avenue line, bringing operations to below capacity on the Lexington Ave
nue line. With this improvement, the new subway riders generated by the Preferred Alter
native would no longer exacerbate existing crowding in the subway system. Therefore, the 
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Preferred Alternative would no longer result in significant adverse impacts on station ele
ments and line-haul crowding in the subway. Construction of the Second Avenue subway 
would generally be far from the East Side Access Project's construction locations and so 
there would not be a cumulative construction impact from the two projects. 

EAST RIVER CROSSING 

Improved NYCT service between Brooklyn and Manhattan proposed under the East River 
Crossing project would attract more L/RR customers with Lower Manhattan destinations 
to travel via Brooklyn. This would reduce the potential impacts that the East Side Access 
Project's Preferred Alternative is predicted to have on the Lexington Avenue subway at 
GCT. As a first step, the MTA 2000-2004 Capital Program includes new transfer connec
tions at jay Street and Lawrence Street in Downtown Brooklyn and at Bleecker Street and 
Broadway-Lafayette in Lower Manhattan. These new transfers would provide more 
routing opportunities for customers bound for Lower Manhattan. 

LAGUARDIA SUBWAY ACCESS 

This project would begin the trip to LaGuardia on the Broadway line N train in Manhat
tan. To the extent that airport passengers who currently use the GCT subway stations to 
get to the airport bus at 42nd Street and Park Avenue would be diverted to the Broadway 
line, this project would reduce the impacts that the East Side Access Project's Preferred 
Alternative is predicted to have on the southbound Lexington Avenue subway at GCT. 

METRO-NORTH RAILROAD PENN STATION ACCESS 

This potential project proposes to bring all three Metro-North lines into Penn Station to 
serve commuters who work in West Midtown and to offer an alternative route (Penn Sta
tion to Seventh Avenue line No. 7, 2, 3, A, C and E subway trains) to Lower Manhattan 
for its commuters. The Metro-North trains would use the existing Amtrak right-of-way on 
the West Side and would make a new connection to the East River tunnels from Queens. 
This project in conjunction with the Preferred Alternative would reduce the impact of 
project-related pedestrian flows in and around CCT, taxi and automobile traffic near GCT, 
and transfers to the Lexington Avenue subway. At the same time pedestrian and vehicular 
traffic at Penn Station would increase compared to the Preferred Alternative alone, but the 
increase would not reach the congested levels of the project's No Action Alternative or 
TSM Alternative, because Metro-North trains would not be as crowded as LIRR trains. 

Given the severe capacity constraints in the East River Tunnels and at Penn Station, the 
Metro-North Railroad Penn Station Access project could not go forward under the East 
Side Access No Action Alternative or TSM Alternative. The East Side Access Preferred 
Alternative would free track space at Penn Station and would make available capacity for 
up to five trains per hour in the East River Tunnels during the peak periods. In addition, 
the Harold Interlocking improvements that would be completed for the East Side Access 
Project would facilitate access to the East River Tunnels for the Metro-North New Haven 
Line trains that would share the Hell Gate line with Amtrak's Northeast Corridor high 
speed service. 
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LOWER MANHATTAN ACCESS 

Long-term alternatives to bring commuters more directly to Lower Manhattan include 
(1) new subway lines in Manhattan and Brooklyn to lessen congestion on lines serving 
GCT, Penn Station, and Flatbush Avenue terminal; (2) extending Metro-North service to 
Lower Manhattan and on to Flatbush Avenue terminal, bypassing GCT; (3) new shuttle 
service from GCT to Lower Manhattan; or (4) extending commuter rail service from GCT, 
Penn Station, or jamaica station to Lower Manhattan. 

By drawing commuters out of GCT and offering alternatives to use of the Lexington 
Avenue line, each of the Lower Manhattan Access options would reduce the significance 
of impacts that the Preferred Alternative is predicted to have on pedestrian conditions in 
and around GCT, on traffic conditions near GCT, on the Lexington Avenue line 42nd 
Street station, and on the Lexington Avenue line-haul condition. Each of the Lower Man
hattan Access options would be physically and operationally compatible with the East 
Side Access Project's Preferred Alternative. 

FAR WEST MIDTOWN STUDY 

This plan is to extend the No. 7 train from its current terminus near Eighth Avenue and 
42nd Street west and south to the jacob K. javits Convention Center. If the plan had a 
stop at Penn Station, it would permit commuters from New jersey to reach GCT more 
conveniently than current arrangements (which now require a transfer from the Eighth 
Avenue or Seventh Avenue subway line to the 42nd Street Shuttle or the No. 7 line at 
Times Square). This would relieve conditions on the Shuttle and alter somewhat the pat
tern of pedestrian flows in and around GCT. It would not create a cumulative effect with 
the East Side Access Project's Preferred Alternative. 

ONE-SEAT TRANSIT ACCESS TO JFK AIRPORT 

Currently, construction is under way on a train link from jFK Airport to jamaica station in 
Queens. From there, passengers can transfer to the LIRR or NYCT subways. The one-seat 
transit access concept involves a direct rail ride between Manhattan and jFK Airport. The 
implementation of the East Side Access Project is necessary for a one-seat ride to jFK 
Airport. 

ACCESS TO THE REGION'S CORE 

The Access to the Region's Core (ARC) study is a Major Investment Study whose goal is 
to improve access to Midtown Manhattan from the east and west. The study alternatives 
are exploratory concepts that are not currently tied to further development steps, such as 
an Environmental Impact Statement. 

The East Side Access Project's service would significantly improve access from the east. 
From the west, the need to improve capacity from counties of New jersey and New York 
west of the Hudson River remains. Both short- and long-term concepts are being ex
plored, including increasing capacity at Penn Station and extending new service from 
west of the Hudson River eastward across Midtown Manhattan. The East Side Access Pre
ferred Alternative would not preclude such future services at GCT. •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter identifies safety and security considerations related to the design and operation of 
the East Side Access Project's Preferred Alternative, including new tunnels, stations, and rede
veloped yards. In addition, it considers the effects of an increased number of trains traversing 
at-grade crossings throughout the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) system, as a result of the Pre
ferred Alternative. These effects include the potential for an increased number of train/motor ve
hicle collisions and train/pedestrian collisions. Construction-related safety and security con
siderations are described in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts." 

A System Safety and Reliability Assurance program has been developed for the Preferred Alter
native, framed on principles established by the American Public Transit Association for con
struction of new underground systems. The objective of the program is to define key require
ments and constraints to facilitate a structured, effective, and efficient safety program for the 
operation of the proposed new service into Grand Central Terminal (GCT). 

The program includes the following: 

• Definition of roles and responsibilities for an ongoing safety management organization. 

• Identification, assessment, documentation, and management of safety hazards. 

• Fire/life safety protection policy and criteria. 

• Methods to ensure that local, state, and federal standards and regulations are met and that 
adequate documentation is readily available for approval by regulatory bodies, as required. 

• Process and criteria for management of safety issues through specifications, design, con
struction, testing, and verification. 

• Procedures to ensure required level of safety for the vehicle and wayside systems and for 
each of their subsystems. 

• Procedures to ensure proper integration of safety documentation into the overall system. 

• Procedures to guide the oversight of the vehicle procurement to ensure that applicable stan
dards for fire/smoke retardation and egress are provided and that hazards are practically 
mitigated. 

• Procedures to guide the oversight of the systems design efforts to ensure that applicable 
standards for annunciation, detection, and automatic system response to life safety threats 
are provided and the overall system reliability meets program goals. 

• Guidelines for developing a safety certification program that will verify the inclusion of 
safety-related items in the design, testing, and operation of the system and set the framework 
for the successful safety management system in revenue operations. 
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Specific measures that would be implemented into the design of the tunnels, tracks, yards, and 
stations associated with the East Side Access Project are discussed below. 

B. TUNNEL SAFETY MEASURES 

The project's new tunnels would incorporate the safety and reliability policies of the LIRR and 
the fire/life safety codes and standards of the State ofNew York and the National Fire Protec
tion Association (NFP A) 130, 72, 101, 241. The safety measures expected to be provided in the 
tunnels are typical for new underground rail systems in North America and would include seven 
primary features, discussed below. Fire/life safety, security and ventilation systems would be 
monitored and controlled from an Operations and Control Center as defined in NFPA 130. 

FIRE DETECTION AND ALARM 

A fire detection and alarm system would be provided to automatically detect a fire/smoke inci
dent and notify the authority having jurisdiction and the planned control center. The proper ac
tions would then be undertaken by control center staff to ventilate the vicinity of the incident 
and to provide a means of egress as smoke-free as possible for passengers and access for emer
gency services. 

EMERGENCY VENTILATION FOR SMOKE CONTROL 

Emergency ventilation systems would be provided to remove smoke from each tunnel area 
quickly and efficiently. The emergency ventilation systems would be controlled from the 
planned C()ntrol center with alternate means provided from a local Fam Management Panel 
(FMP) accessible by the fire services. These systems would be powered from both commercial 
and local emergency sources to ensure complete availability when needed. 

EMERGENCY LIGHTING 

Emergency lighting would be provided in the tunnels to maintain a minimum level of illumina
tion along the path of exit from an incident area. This emergency lighting would be backed up 
by an emergency power source to ensure complete availability when needed. 

EMERGENCY EXITS 

Emergency exits would be provided to allow rapid egress to the surface from any point in the 
tunnels. The emergency exits would be illuminated and ventilated to provide a means of egress 
as smoke-free as possible from the tunnels. In addition, signage directing passengers and crews 
to the appropriate emergency exits would be installed. 

FIRE STANDPIPE AND HOSE SYSTEMS 

Tunnel fire standpipe systems would be provided per NFPA 130, so as to provide water supply 
throughout the tunnels, if needed by the fire department. Temporary fire standpipe systems 
would be provided in tunnels under construction for fire department use, in the case of a fire 
emergency. 

EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS 

Developed in consultation with local police and fire services, emergency telephone networks 
and radio communications would be provided throughout the tunnels and stations. In this 
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manner, all emergency services personnel responding to an incident in the tunnels would have 
reliable and independent means of communicating with their command centers and supervisory 
staff. 

BLUE LIGHT STATIONS 

At locations along the new tunnel tracks, "blue light" stations would be provided. These are 
stations that would provide authorized personnel with the capability to communicate with the 
Operations and Control Center, and to disconnect traction (third-rail) power, so that, in the event 
of an emergency, passengers and crew may exit the trainway in safety. 

C. YARD SAFETY MEASURES 

The greatest level of public safety can be provided by controlling and restricting public access 
to railroad yards. The following measures could potentially be taken at each yard for public 
safety and security reasons: 

Yard A/ Arch Street Yard, which would include vehicle storage operations and a maintenance 
shop, would be a 24-hour operation. It is currently grade-separated from all surrounding public 
areas. A low-level security lighting system could be provided for areas of the yard that would 
not be active at night. A security patrol may be required during nighttime hours. 

At Highbridge Yard, a security fence along the perimeter of the facility, closed circuit television 
(CCTV), and a low-level security lighting system could help secure the yard during non
operating hours. 

Fresh Pond Yard and Blissville or Maspeth Yard (which would be operated by New York & At
lantic Railway) would be 24-hour operations and would not require a high level of security. 
Fencing around the perimeter of the yards would be provided as needed, but security lighting 
would probably not be provided. At any new storage yards on Long Island, fencing would be 
provided, as needed, along the perimeter of the yards. 

D. SUNNYSIDE STATION SAFETY MEASURES 

Since 90 percent of the passengers alighting and boarding trains at Sunnyside station would ar
rive and depart by foot, safety and security considerations at the new station include areas on 
sidewalks and streets providing access to the station, in addition to areas within the station itself. 

STATION SAFETY 

Sunnyside station is being designed in accordance with LIRR Station Design Guidelines, the re
quirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and applicable fire and safety codes. 
All public station areas, including the station headhouse, pedestrian walkways, platforms, ele
vators, ticket windows and public restrooms, would be able to accommodate customers in 
wheelchairs and those who are visually impaired. Emergency exits, sprinklers, and fire 
extinguishers would be provided where required by the applicable codes. A ventilation system 
for the station would cool the inside ofthe station during the summer, and provide adequate air
flow throughout the year. 
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STATION SECURITY 

Sunnyside station would be designed to minimize areas of personal isolation and to promote a 
secure environment. The following concepts would be applied: 

• A design that provides for a phased closure of station spaces, correlating to time of day and 
service needs. Station access points would be limited and controlled to facilitate clustering 
of customers for security. 

• The internal passageways would enable LIRR customers to circulate between the station 
headhouse/mezzanine and the three platforms without having to traverse Skillman A venue 
or Queens Boulevard. 

• The station would be configured to promote visibility from the street and throughout the 
station. 

• Clear sightlines and open spaces throughout the station would be provided. Hiding spaces 
and blind comers, which tend to encourage loitering and other miscreant activities, would 
be avoided. 

• Materials that are vandal-resistant and that wear well would be used to resist damage and 
promote a sense of order throughout the station. A poorly maintained station signifies disar
ray, which could lead to negative customer perceptions of safety. 

• Lighting would be provided to serve as a source of illumination and architectural treatment, 
and to promote a sense of personal safety. 

TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS 

The designated vehicular drop-off and pick -up area along the north sidewalk of Skillman Ave
nue (approximately 150 feet west of the Queens Boulevard and Skillman Avenue intersection) 
would deliberately be located away from the intersection to maintain adequate traffic flows on 
the heavily utilized Queens Boulevard bridge and to avoid the congested intersection of Queens 
Boulevard and Skillman Avenue. The jersey barrier that is to be constructed by the New York 
City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) to prevent jaywalking on the bridge would also 
effectively prevent pick-ups and drop-offs at the Sunnyside station headhouse, ensuring that cars 
do not block active traffic lanes. 

In conjunction with NYCDOT, the Queens Boulevard bridge sidewalk fencing, which is cur
rently a combination of a sheet metal wall and low railing (and which currently provides little 
visibility down to the tracks below), would be replaced by a new artistically designed open 
fence to promote visibility and security between the street and the proposed station. It would 
also create a sense of pedestrian linkage between the Sunnyside station and the Queens Plaza 
subway station and linkage to sites of potential development to the north and west of Queens 
Plaza. 

The design of the fence and pedestrian walkway would accommodate the concerns of involved 
parties, such as LIRR, Amtrak, NYCDOT, the New York City Department of City Planning, and 
others involved with Long Island City commercial development initiatives. Coordinated design 
efforts are under way and are expected to continue during preliminary and final design of the 
project. 
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E. GRAND CENTRAL TERMINAL SAFETY MEASURES 

MEZZANINE SAFETY AND SECURITY 

As at the new Sunnyside station, new concourse and mezzanine areas in GCT would be ADA
compliant and accessible to the visually impaired. While new concourse and mezzanine spaces 
within GCT would most likely be open approximately 20 hours per day, from 6 AM to 2 AM, 
the design of the terminal would not preclude a 24-hour-a-day operation. Many of the same safe
ty concepts as those applied at the new Sunnyside station-clear sight lines, no blind comers, 
vandal-resistant materials, access control, intrusion detection, CCTV-would be incorporated 
into new spaces in GCT. 

PLATFORM SAFETY AND SECURITY 

All public areas in both Option 1 and Option 2 would be designed to comply with applicable 
NFPA-130 fire safety codes. These areas would include platform areas, which would comply 
with three relevant NFPA-130 requirements: evacuation time, evacuation distance, and exit 
width. Sufficient vertical circulation would be provided from all platforms to remove all passen
gers from platforms within four minutes and to a point of safety within six minutes in the event 
of an emergency; the maximum travel distance to an exit from any point on the platform would 
be no greater than 300 feet; and exits would be designed to comply with NFPA-130 standards 
for calculating minimum exit widths. These compliance measures would also apply to Option 
2, where the new LIRR platforms would be located approximately 90 feet beneath the new LIRR 
concourse. 

F. AT-GRADE CROSSING SAFETY MEASURES 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The LIRR system currently has 302 at-grade crossings (299 for motor vehicles and 3 for pedes
trians only), located on most segments throughout the system. All302 crossings are equipped 
with active warning devices consisting of gates, lights, and bells. The warning devices are main
tained in a state of good repair. 

Areas where safety has been a particular concern because of trains moving at high speeds and 
the prevalence of at-grade crossings, some of which are heavily traversed by motor vehicles, in
clude the following: 

• The Main Line (between Jamaica and Hicksville) where there are eight at-grade crossings 
for motor vehicles and one pedestrian crossing; 

• The Ronkonkoma Branch (between Hicksville and Ronkonkoma stations) where there are 
27 at-grade crossings; 

• The Port Jefferson Branch (between Hicksville and Port Jefferson), where there are 33 
at-grade crossings; and 

• The Port Washington Branch, where there is one at-grade crossing near Little Neck station. 

There are no at-grade crossings between Penn Station and Jamaica or on the Babylon Branch 
between Jamaica and Babylon stations. 
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FUTURE CONDITIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

The New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), through its Mineola Grade 
Crossing Elimination Project, has plans to eliminate all eight motor vehicle at-grade crossings 
on the Main Line by the year 2014. The Mineola Grade Crossing Elimination Project is under
way, being completed in preparation for the proposed construction of the Main Line Third Track 
Project (described in Section E of Chapter 1, "Project Purpose and Need," under "Other MTA 
Projects") that is scheduled to begin after 2004. The NYSDOT Project is needed due to the high 
volume of trains that operate on the Main Line today, and the heavily trafficked roadways that 
cross it. The grade crossings project is progressing ahead of the Main Line Third Track Project. 
It was initiated in 1999 and one grade crossing (at Herricks Road) has been eliminated. Three 
other grade crossings (Roslyn Road, Willis Avenue, and Main Street) are partially funded and 
scheduled to be addressed this year. The LIRR is currently collaborating with NYSDOT to ad
vance the designs for the elimination of the remaining Mineola grade crossings. Completion of 
these grade crossing eliminations is dependent on funding. 

PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

As a result of the Preferred Alternative, train passbys would increase by up to 65 percent on 
most branches during peak hours. The number of trains traversing at-grade crossings operating 
in both directions during the peak hour would increase as follows: 

• From 25 to 42 on the Main Line (an increase of 17); 
• From 5 to 8 on the Ronkonkoma Branch (an increase of3); 
• From 3 to 4 on the Port Jefferson Branch (an increase of 1); and 
• From 14 to 17 on the Port Washington Branch (an increase of 3 ). 

No direct correlation between increased train passbys associated with the Preferred Alternative 
and potential grade crossing accidents can be made. While the volume of trains operating 
throughout the LIRR system has been steadily increasing, the number of safety incidents near 
at-grade crossings has declined significantly. The trend toward safer grade crossings along the 
LIRR right-of-way is expected to continue with an increased emphasis on programs that have 
been demonstrated to meet the railroad's targeted safety objectives. With the exception of the 
grade crossings on the Main Line (which will be addressed), the locations of concern would 
have relatively few train passbys with or without the Preferred Alternative. Furthermore, since 
the adjacent communities are accustomed to living near an active railroad, an increase in the 
number of accidents is not anticipated. 

Nevertheless, the LIRR has the means of addressing potential increases in accidents near 
at-grade crossings through its TRACKS (Together Railroads and Communities Keeping Safe) 
System Safety Program. TRACKS is dedicated to addressing safety issues through civic groups, 
professional drivers, senior citizens, posters, schools, and community groups. In conjunction 
with Suffolk County Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), Operation Lifesaver, and other 
partners, the program educates the public on the dangers of trespassing on railroad property and 
around the third rail, driving or walking around lowered gate arms, and not exercising proper 
caution at stations when boarding or leaving a train. Since the program's implementation more 
than two decades ago, the number of safety incidents near at-grade crossings has declined 
considerably. 

Due to the complexity and geographical layout of the LIRR, many factors, which differ by loca
tion, affect safe crossings of railroad tracks. When identifying areas involving high incidents of 
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accidents or trespass, the LIRR takes action to improve conditions and prevent future incidents. 
The TRACKS System Safety Program is one component of the railroad's efforts. It strives to 
reach every educational facility within the particular area for the purposes of educating youth 
and building awareness about the dangers of railroad tracks and crossings. The TRACKS pro
gram, along with the cooperative efforts of the Police Department and the Right-of-Way Task 
Force, has been successful in the past at preventing accidents in targeted areas. 

Employee and customer safety is and will remain critically important to MT A/LIRR. Over the 
past 5 years, safety on the LIRR has improved significantly due to the initiatives that have be
come standard operating practice at the LIRR. For example, between 1994 and 1999, customer 
injuries decreased by more than 38 percent to 4.63 per million, the lowest rate ever. Continued 
strong commitment on the part of the railroad to improve safety is evident from the goals set 
forth in the MT AILIRR 2000-2004 Business Plan. Strategies to improve safety include in
creasing the number of Operation Lifesaver programs by 10 percent-which is estimated to re
duce reportable grade crossing accidents by 10 percent. •!• 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter focuses on two concepts: the permanent commitment of resources as compared to 
the benefits of the project and the relation between expending environmental resources in the 
short-term and gaining productivity in the long-term. Both of these concepts are discussed in 
regards to the No Action, the TSM, and the Preferred Alternatives. 

B. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT 
OF RESOURCES 

Resources that may be irreversibly and irretrievably committed to the East Side Access Project 
include construction materials, energy, labor, funds, and land. Construction materials, energy 
supplies, and labor used to construct any of the alternatives are generally not retrievable. They 
are not in short supply, however, and their use would not have an adverse impact on their contin
ued availability for other projects. Also, labor expenditures are consistent with governmental in
centives to spur growth. 

The No Action Alternative, by definition, would not irreversibly or irretrievably commit resour
ces. While the No Action Alternative would require a greater commitment of resources in the fu
ture due to its failure to improve the accessibility and efficiency of the transportation system 
(see energy consumption comparison, below), it would not, in and of itself, require a commit
ment of those resources. 

The total commitment of funds required for construction of the TSM Alternative is estimated at 
$656 million. The TSM Alternative would require 61 million British Thermal Units (BTUs) to 
construct, as described in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts," and would 
result in a reduction in energy consumption as compared to the No Action Alternative, due to a 
reduction in annual vehicle miles traveled. This reduction in energy would amount to an annual 
savings of approximately 177 billion BTUs. The TSM Alternative would require a relatively 
small commitment of land. 

The total commitment of funds required for construction of either option of the Preferred 
Alternative, including easements, is estimated at $4.71 billion. The total commitment of energy 
required for construction would be 1.6 trillion BTUs, as described in Chapter 17. However, 
operation of the Preferred Alternative would reduce annual energy consumption by 
approximately 150 billion BTUs as compared to the No Action Alternative. This reduction 
would be due to a reduction in annual vehicle miles traveled as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would require a commitment of land greater than the 
TSM, much of it is currently rail or rail yard right-of-way. Easements beneath or through private 
property would be acquired under the Preferred Alternative. 

These resources would be committed to benefit residents of the immediate area, state, andre
gion by an improved transportation system. Benefits of the Preferred Alternative would include 
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improved accessibility and savings in travel time (reducing commuting times by up to one hour 
each day), reductions in crowding and delays, reductions in travel by automobile and taxi (of up 
to 375,000 vehicle miles traveled each day) and related reductions in the emission of pollutants 
(ofup to 564 tons of carbon monoxide [CO], 166 tons ofvolatile organic chemicals [VOCs], 
117 tons of nitrogen oxides [NO,], and 62 tons of inhalable particular matter [PM 10]) and greater 
availability of quality services, which would together outweigh the commitment of these resour
ces. There are no other known resources that would be committed as a result of the construction 
of any of the alternatives. 

C. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT 
OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Short-term effects on the environment result from construction impacts. Long-term effects relate 
to the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity-in particular, the consistency 
of the project with long-term regional and local planning objectives. The short- and long-term 
effects of each alternative are summarized below. 

SHORT-TERM USES 

The No Action Alternative would not require major construction and thus would not result in 
any short-term impacts, either adverse or beneficial. 

The TSM Alternative would have minor short-term effects related to its construction. These 
would primarily be inconveniences associated with traffic delays and noise while the roadway 
reconstruction portion of the TSM Alternative is underway. At the same time, this alternative 
would create jobs as well as related economic benefits during construction. 

The Preferred Alternative would have more substantial impacts during construction (see the dis
cussion in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts") than the other two alterna
tives. As discussed in Chapter 17, the impacts of the Preferred Alternative would be predomin
antly associated with the noise and vibration, dust, traffic and pedestrian congestion, and their 
related effects on neighborhood character as a result of new construction, particularly near cut
and-cover portions of the work or near the access shaft site in Queens. The short-term construc
tion impacts of Option 2 would be much less than those of Option 1 in Manhattan. Construction 
ofboth options would have some potential to result in adverse impacts on nearby ground-floor 
retail uses. As a mitigating component of short-term uses of the environment, the Preferred Al
ternative would create significant economic benefits during construction, in the form of jobs and 
the direct and indirect demand for goods and services. 

LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

As described in Chapter 1, "Purpose and Need for the Project," planning for transportation 
improvements in the Long Island Transportation Corridor began in the 1960's, with plans for the 
construction of the 63rd Street Tunnel. The East Side Access Project is one of several being 
undertaken as part of the MT A's Long Range Planning Framework, developed to identify and 
implement a unified program of improvements that would connect jobs to commuter rail, 
alleviate overcrowding, reduce travel time, better connect the rail and subway lines, provide 
high-quality transportation service, and extend service to underserved areas. A key goal of the 
framework is to expend short-term resources to invest in the transportation system now, so it 
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will be prepared to handle the region's transportation demands for the long-term. In this way, 
the MT A projects aim to forestall future declines in productivity that would otherwise result 
from a lack of investment in the regional transportation system. 

The East Side Access Project has been conducted in coordination with the other studies included 
in the Long Range Planning Framework, as well as other local and regional plans, including the 
Long Range Plan and Transportation Improvement Program for the New York Metropolitan 
Region, sponsored by the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council; the New York State 
Air Quality Implementation Program; and other transportation plans and studies now under way. 

Long-term benefits to productivity, and related long-term increases in productivity, addressed 
by the project's Preferred Alternative would include the following: 

• Improved regional and local accessibility. 
• Reduced travel time. 
• Reduced congestion and overcrowding on the LIRR and at Penn Station. 
• Improved reliability of commuter rail. 
• Accommodation for projected future ridership. 
• Support for the region's economic development. 
• Reduced automobile traffic in the region. 
• Significant reductions in mobile source air pollutants. 
• An overall reduction in subway crowding. 

SHORT-TERM USES VERSUS LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Local short-term impacts in use of resources resulting from the Preferred Alternative would be 
consistent with the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity for the local area, 
state, and region. Some resources that would be valuable in the long term are being spent to 
achieve higher productivity per unit resource in the long term. By investing these resources in 
future productivity, and over the long term, fewer resources would be needed to achieve the 
same level of unit productivity. This savings in per-unit productivity in the long term would be 
manifest in terms of energy consumption, land use, and financial cost. •:• 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the funding of Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A) Capital 
Programs and operations. The chapter first reviews the MT A Capital Program funding process 
and then examines MTA's current Capital Program and operations funding sources. Finally, the 
chapter discusses MTA's 2000-2004 Capital Program and how it will be funded. 

B. HISTORY OF MTA CAPITAL PROGRAM FUNDING 

In 1980, MT A-recognizing that capital infrastructure investments had been seriously under
funded for many years--completed a systematic analysis and assessment of the capital require
ments of the transit systems. The Staff Report of Capital Revitalization for the 1980's and Be
yond was issued, assessing the capital infrastructure needs of the systems over a 1 0-year period 
and presenting a strategy to restore the systems to a state of good repair. The report also pro
posed funding for new routes, facilities, and system improvements, in recognition that service 
improvements were a necessary component to ensure an economically sound transit system. The 
capital assessment was not the first long-range plan of its kind. Previous 1 0-year Capital 
Programs had been prepared. However, the 1980 report was submitted to the state legislature 
and served as the basis for new legislation to ensure the long-term funding of transit infra
structure investments. 

To close the gap between available and required capital funding, the state legislature passed the 
Transportation Systems Assistance and Financing Act of 1981. The 1981 Act required that 
MTA submit to a state review board-the MT A Capital Program Review Board (CPRB)-for 
approval of successive 5-year capital programs, the first of which was submitted on October 1, 
1981. 

In accordance with the Act, as amended, and with corresponding legislation, MT A has sub
mitted and obtained approval for three 5-year Capital Programs covering the periods 1982-1986, 
1987-1991, and 1992-1996. In 1995, new legislation established a new 5-year planning period 
from 1995-1999. As a result, the last 2 years of the 1992-1996 program were incorporated into 
the new plans. Thus far, investments worth $32 billion and the funding to pay for them have 
been authorized. 

The 2000-2004 Capital Program was originally approved by the MT A Board of Directors on 
September 29, 1999 and further revised on April 19, 2000. The CPRB approved the plan on 
May 5, 2000. 

The focus of the initial Capital Programs was a massive program of rescue and recovery of the 
transportation system. Investments were necessarily focused on both the restoration and main
tenance of the existing network, thus enabling MTA agencies to make major strides toward 
bringing all or substantial portions of their assets to a state of good repair. Replacing component 

22-1 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

systems according to useful-life cycles, rather than when they are failing, is increasingly the 
standard practice. 

During the 1990's, MT A began to get some breathing room not only to continue the restoration 
of the system, but also to progress significant improvements to enhance services for riders. The 
capital program put in place an entire new fare collection system supporting revolutionary new 
fare policies beneficial to transit users. Also, current installation of new signaling technologies 
and central control for New York City Transit (NYCT) will vastly improve the reliability and 
convenience of the system. 

The financial support from MTA's funding partners, together with the resources directly avail
able to MT A, have allowed MT A to implement fully funded 5-year capital programs since 1981, 
a rare feat in the transit industry. Local funds, which have historically provided for about 65 
percent of the financing for capital investments since 1982, are approved by the MT A Board and 
the New York State legislature. 

MTA's position is in sharp contrast to many other transit agencies, in which: 1) given the lack 
of available, dedicated resources, many transit systems can only commit funds one to two years 
into the future; 2) the amount of federal aid is proportionately higher than the local aid; and 3) 
federal aid is often the only secure financing that is available. 

THE MTA CAPITAL PLANNING PROCESS 

Prior to the preparation of each 5-year Capital Program (excluding the 1995-1999 plan, which 
was a 3-year extension to the 1992-1996 plan), MT A prepares a 20-year assessment which 
reviews the long-term capital infrastructure needs of each of its divisions. These assessment 
reviews include an update of the condition of capital assets; a projection of the level of 
investment required to reach or maintain the systems in a state of good repair and to meet future 
demand; and a statement of investment priorities and strategies. The 20-year needs assessment 
serves as the foundation for developing the 5-year plans. It assesses the condition of agency 
capital assets and develops investment strategies that reflect the agency's long-term service 
plans. 

The 5-year capital program is a product of a 20-year needs assessment that must be prepared by 
all ofMTA's operating agencies. Projects are included in the capital program based on several 
guidelines, including continuity with the 20-year need assessment and the agency's Strategic 
Business Plan and long-term investment strategies. There must be a clear rationale and justifica
tion for the project; the project must meet analytical requirements, such as cost-benefit analysis 
and asset condition assessments. In addition, the project must be fully scoped, consistent with 
MT A capital eligibility criteria, and able to be initiated projects prior to the middle of the last 
year of the program. At the same time that projects are defined and the program is developed, 
MTA also develops a 5-year funding envelope that is used to establish the overall size of the 
program. When developing a funding envelope, MT A similarly assesses not only the potential 
availability of resources, but also the agency's ability to initiate and complete the proposed con
struction program. 

At the completion of the planning process, the proposed 5-year capital program is submitted to 
the MTA Board for approval and then forwarded to the CPRB. Working with the New York 
State legislature and the Governor's office, CPRB helps to identify the funding to be dedicated 
to implementing the 5-year plan. Any legislation required to establish the funding authority is 
approved at that time. 
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MTA is required by state law to have a Capital Program Oversight Committee (CPOC) that ena
bles the MT A Board to respond to capital program development, implementation, and manage
ment issues in a timely and responsible manner. This committee of MTA Board of Director 
members is responsible for monitoring the availability of capital funds, contract awards, ex
penditures, and the progress of capital projects. MT A utilizes the services of an independent 
engineering firm to assist with the technical oversight of the capital program. 

Since passage of the Transportation Systems Assistance and Financing Act of 1981, New York 
has maintained high-quality and safe regional transit systems. The state has consistently ap
proved legislation dedicating funds to support transit. To provide a solid foundation for con
tinued economic growth, MTA has invested $29.9 billion from 1982 through June 1999 to 
rebuild and expand its transit network. As a result, transportation services in the region have im
proved dramatically, customers are more satisfied, and ridership has grown. 

PLANNING FOR MAJOR CAPITAL TRANSIT INVESTMENTS 

In 1993, MT A established the Long Range Planning Framework process to develop a unified 
program ofNetwork Expansion projects. While the focus of the agencies' capital programs con
tinued to be achieving a state of good repair and maintaining the existing network, there was a 
need to plan for major capital improvements and system expansions to the subway, bus, and 
commuter rail systems to meet the future transportation needs of the region. 

Timing was critical as the next 20-year need assessment and 5-year capital programs would soon 
be planned and developed. Also under way or ready to begin were a number of planning studies 
at MT A, the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR), Metro-North Railroad (MNR), NYCT, and the Port 
Authority of New York & New Jersey. These studies were examining the potential of extending 
rail service to underserved areas, reducing travel times, alleviating overcrowding, improving 
connectivity, and reducing auto traffic. The studies that led to East Side Access were part of this 
process. 

Over the past 6 years, bi-weekly coordination among study managers has been invaluable to en
suring that planning studies are analyzed and evaluated consistently. Common regional travel 
forecasts, capital planning assumptions, and Board-approved evaluation criteria were used to en
sure adherence to Federal Transit Administration (FT A) guidelines so that future design and 
construction would be eligible for federal funding. 

CAPITAL REVENUES FOR PAST CAPITAL PROGRAMS 

MT A receives, manages, and invests federal funds, state grants, and other revenues, and is em
powered to issue bonds, notes, and other obligations. MTA is also responsible for managing the 
investment of all funds. Between 1982 and 1999, the MTA capital program has been supported 
by a variety of funding sources, including federal, state, and local aid; bonds; other debt obliga
tions; and a number of other sources. During this period, approximately 65.2 percent of the 
funding came from non-federal sources and 32.8 percent from federal sources (see Table 22-1 ). 

FEDERAL FUNDING 

Federal funding accounts for almost 33 percent of the capital program-approximately $10.7 
billion. These funds came from a variety of federal programs, including approximately $8.76 
billion in federal Title III funds. Title III funds for transit consist of formula Section 5307 and 
5309 (Fixed Guideway) funds as well as discretionary Section 5309 (New Start and Bus) funds. 
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Table 22-1 

MT A Capital Program Funding 
1982-1999 (Dollars in Millions*) 

Fund Sources 1982-1994 1995-1999 Total 

Federal Title Ill $5 672.3 $3 090.9 $8 763.2 

Federal Title I 190.1 345.0 535.1 

Westway funds 1 232.4 184.1 1,416.5 

City of New York 2 071.0 1,041.0 3 112.0 
MAC (local} 680.0 245.0 925.0 

State funds 2,387.4 98.0 2 485.4 

MTA bonds 4,682.5 5 244.6 9 927.1 

Other 2,667.9 1,564.2 4,232.3 

Pav-as-vou-qo 501.3 740.0 1,241.3 

Total $20,084.9 $12,552.8 $32,637.7 

Note: *Excluding MTA Bridges and Tunnels. 

Additionally, 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation and Efficiency Act (ISTEA) legislation 
permitted state and local governments to transfer a portion of federal highway Title I funds to 
transit projects, such as the Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds. MTA secured approximately $535 million in CMAQ and STP 
funds from 1991-1999. From 1982 to 1999, approximately $1.4 billion was received as a result 
of a trade-in of the Westway (Route 9A) highway project, with $183 million of this amount 
coming from Interstate Transfer Transit funds. 

STATE AND LOCAL AID 

New York City contributions have averaged $160 million per year during this period. Within 
any 5-year plan, city contributions have increased or declined around this average to reflect city 
priorities contained in its Capital Needs Statement and financial plans. The city generally issues 
bonds to meet its share of capital project expenditures. In addition, the Municipal Assistance 
Corporation for the City of New York (MAC) provided $925 million (3 percent) in support of 
rebuilding NYCT's infrastructure. 

New York State support for capital investments totaled $2.5 billion in the 1982-1999 period. 
The mechanisms by which funds are provided have varied with time. Funding has come in the 
form of direct state appropriations and from bonds supported by direct payments made by the 
state (Service Contract bonds). 

BOND AND OTHER DEBT OBLIGATIONS 

Since 1982, MTA has issued$ 9.9 billion in bonds. Bonding authority is provided through state 
legislation that includes a cap on the amount of bonds that can be issued. Debt service on these 
bonds is paid from operating revenues that are described in more detail in the "Funding MT A 
Operations" section below. These bond sources include: 

• MT A Revenue Bonds. These are bonds backed by funds derived from fares, concessions, 
non-federal operating subsidies, and expense reimbursements. 
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• Dedicated Tax Fund (DTF) Bonds. In support of the 1992-1996 Capital Program, state law 
required that a portion of the revenues derived from certain business taxes imposed on 
petroleum businesses, as well as certain other special taxes and regional sales taxes, be de
posited into the MTA Dedicated Tax Fund, which is then subject to appropriation by the 
state legislature. These revenues back bonds issued for capital projects. No DTF bonds were 
issued prior to 1994. 

• Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority's (TBTA) General Purpose Revenue Bonds and 
Special Obligation Bonds. The General Purpose Revenue Bonds are supported by the net 
revenues of TBT A's seven bridges, two tunnels, one parking garage, and the New York 
Coliseum-a convention and trade show facility. The Special Obligation Bonds are sup
ported first by the mortgage recording taxes (see below) and thence by revenues remaining 
after debt service on the General Purpose Revenue Bonds. These revenues are also used to 
provide direct operating funding as well as to support debt financing. 

• Mortgage Recording Tax Bonds. Since 1987, as required by state law, New York City and 
the suburban counties within the MT A service region have allocated revenues to MT A that 
are derived from mortgage recording taxes. These revenues are used to back bond sales in 
support of the capital program. 

• TBTA Beneficial Interest Certificates. These certificates, issued for the purchase of buses, 
represent proportionate interests in the principal and interest components of the base rent 
amount, which is payable by TBT A from TBT A net revenues. 

MISCELLANEOUS FUNDS 

Funding from other sources provided $5.47 billion of the revenues invested in capital improve
ments. These fund sources derive from investment, innovative financing, leasing assets, and 
other local governmental entities. Although the composition of these funds changes from pro
gram to program, they have, in total, provided a consistent, stable source of revenue over time. 
Chief among the miscellaneous fund sources are: 

• Investment Income. The MT A Capital Program derives substantial income from invested 
MT A funds, including proceeds from sale-leaseback agreements, proceeds from real estate 
sales, transfer of earnings from TBT A debt service reserves, and transfers from commuter 
railroad operating budgets. 

• Asset Sales and Leases. This fund source includes the generation of revenues from the sale 
or lease ofMTA assets, which from 1982-1994 came from East Side Airline Terminal pro
perty disposal and rolling stock assets. For the 1995-1999 program, opportunities for sale 
and leaseback of assets included the sale of the New York Coliseum and the sale/leaseback 
of rolling stock and other facilities, such as LIRR's Hillside maintenance facility. 

• Developer Contributions. Throughout the history of the MT A capital program, private 
property developers within the city have been required to make improvements to the transit 
system. More than $50 million has been invested by these developers to enhance the transit 
system. Planned development in Times Square and at 72nd Street would include transit fa
cilities paid for by developers. 

• Operating-Capital Transfer (pay-as-you-go funding). This source offunds is a direct transfer 
from the operating budget of operating revenues and subsidies. This capital contribution re
lieves long-term pressure on the operating budget by reducing borrowing needs and related 
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debt service costs over time. The operating-to-capital transfer was used only to support the 
commuter rail programs in the past, but in the 1995-1999 plan, this source is also supporting 
the NYCT capital program and was renamed to pay-as-you-go. 

• Other Funds. Funding is also generated from easement sales, payments from the State of 
Connecticut to cover its share of the capital cost of investments, developer contributions, 
settlements, and funds from other state or local sources. 

THE 1995-1999 CAPITAL PROGRAM 

All capital programs are formulated with current and foreseeable financial conditions in mind. 
In 1995, MTA had to make some difficult decisions regarding how it would pay for its operating 
and capital expenditures over the next few years. In doing so, it recognized that less reliance on 
subsidies would improve MTA's long-term financial outlook. Therefore, a 5-year operating fi
nancial plan and a capital program were approved for 1995-1999, both of which brought MTA 
closer to self-sufficiency. 

MTA's 1995-1999 Capital Program totals $12.55 billion. The share offederal funds supporting 
this program totals 29 percent, while 71 percent comes from state, local, and MT A resources. 
MT A successfully responded to the challenge to become more self-sufficient and reversed the 
ratio of capital funding sources from 60 percent subsidy and 40 percent self-generated to more 
than 60 percent self-generated and less than 40 percent subsidy. Even though federal, state, and 
local sources declined in percentages when compared with previous programs, the federal, state, 
and local governments have remained loyal partners to MT A's goal of maintaining and im
proving the metropolitan region's transportation infrastructure. 

FUNDING MTA OPERATIONS: 1982-1999 

Hand in hand with capital investments, New York State and other MT A funding partners have 
repeatedly shown their commitment to mass transportation through the continued support of the 
operations of MT A. Section 18-b of the Transportation Law established the State Transit 
Operating Assistance (STOA) Program. The overall goal of STOA is to assist in the provision 
of adequate transit service at a reasonable cost to the transit rider and government. Funding for 
the STOA program comes from State General funds and dedicated tax funds. Dedicated tax 
funding is provided from legislatively enacted taxes levied in New York State, which are in part 
or in whole dedicated to transit operating assistance and debt service. The dedicated tax portion 
of the STOA program is appropriated from the Mass Transportation Operating Assistance Fund 
(MMTOA) created by Section 88-a of the State Finance Law and State Dedicated Mass Trans
portation Trust Funds (SDF). An example of the state's commitment to public transit is that 
since the 1983-1984 State Fiscal Year, $14.6 billion in state funds have been appropriated for 
MT A by the state legislature through section 18-b, MMTOA and SDF (see Table 22-2). 

Table 22-2 

Summary of State Public Transportation Funds for MTA Appropriated 
by New York State-1983/1984-1998/1999 State Fiscal Years 

Mass Transportation Dedicated Mass 
State General Fund Operating Assistance Transportation 

Section 18-b Fund (MMTOA) Trust Fund (SDF) Total State Funds 

$2,412,680,400 $10,883,513,000 $1,328,453,000 $ 14,624,646,400 
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Since the 1980's, a mix of operating revenues has supported MT A operations. The breakdown 
of these revenues for the 1983-1998 time period is: 

• Passenger revenues = 50 percent; 
• Other operating revenues = 3 percent; 
• State and local sources= 39 percent; 
• Bridge and tunnel surpluses = 6 percent; and 
• Federal sources = 2 percent. 

Passenger revenues are derived from fares, while other operating revenues come from adver
tising, interest, LIRR freight, rents, and concessions. 

FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL ASSISTANCE 

Federal, state, and local assistance is provided from the following fund sources: 

Appropriations and Grants 

Subject to annual appropriations, federal and state funds have been received to support opera
tions. New York State operating assistance is usually matched by contributions from New York 
City and the seven other counties within MTA's service area. Since 1997, all federal aid has 
been used to support capital expenses and not operations. 

MMTOA 

Since 1980, the following revenue sources have been available to fund the operations of MT A: 

Petroleum Business Tax (PBT). A legislatively allocated portion of the business privilege tax 
is imposed on petroleum businesses in New York State. The amount of tax available is deter
mined by the quantity of various petroleum products refined or sold in the state. 

Sales Tax. A 1;4 percent sales and use tax is imposed within the MTA service region. 

Long Lines and Franchise Taxes. A legislatively allocated portion of two taxes imposed on 
certain transportation and transmission companies, such as local telephone companies, helps 
fund MTA operations. The two taxes are: (a) an annual franchise tax based on the amount of the 
taxpayer's issued capital stock; and (b) an annual franchise tax on the taxpayer's gross earnings 
from all sources calculated to be in the state, based on a statutory formula. 

Temporary Business Tax Surcharge. MT A receives a temporary surcharge on the portion of 
the franchise tax on certain corporations, banks, insurance, utility and transportation companies 
attributable to business activity carried out within the MT A service region. This surcharge, 
which was imposed as a temporary tax, was initially levied in 1982. It has been extended seven 
times and is currently scheduled to expire by the end of 2001. 

Dedicated Tax Fund Petroleum Business Tax (PET) Receipts 

Since 1993, the state legislature has allocated, subject to annual appropriations, an additional 
portion of the PBT revenues to support transit operations. MTA receives 34 percent of the an
nual allocation of these revenues. These funds do not flow through the MMTOA accounts listed 
above. 
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Mortgage Recording Taxes (MRT) 

Revenues from this source, collected in the MT A service region, can be used for operating, capi
tal, debt service, and reserve requirements for MT A operating agencies and MT A Headquarters. 
MRT -1 is collected at the rate of'!! percent of the debt secured by most real estate mortgages 
and has been dedicated to MT A since its inception. After MT A headquarters expenses are sub
tracted, 55 percent ofthe remaining MRT-1 revenues are allocated to NYCT. Of the remaining 
45 percent, the minimum of the remaining balance, or the first $20 million, is allocated to the 
State Highway Program and the rest is distributed to the commuter railroads. 

MRT -2, which was first dedicated to MT A in 1987, is collected at a rate of a '!! percent tax im
posed on most mortgages secured by real estate and improved or to be improved for structures 
containing one to six dwelling units within the MTA service region. MRT-2 revenues are first 
allocated to Dutchess, Rockland, and Orange Counties on a formula basis. The remaining 
balance can be used by MTA to satisfy MRT bond debt service requirements. 

Urban Tax 

The City ofNew York provides revenues to NYCT derived from a mortgage recording tax of 
5/8 percent levied on certain real estate mortgages and a 1 percent property transfer tax. 

Station, Maintenance, Operation, and Use Assessments 

Each year, MTA bills the City of New York and the suburban counties for the cost of operating 
and maintaining stations within their jurisdictions. The amount billed to the suburban counties 
is based on a formula established by the state legislature and is adjusted annually based on the 
change in the regional consumer price index, except in New York City, where it is based on 
actual expenses associated with commuter rail stations. 

Direct State Grants 

New York State provides operating subsidies to MTA which are matched by the City of New 
York and the suburban counties. 

Other Subsidies 

MTA also receives revenues from the Connecticut Department ofTransportation in support of 
MNR's New Haven Line. 

INTERAGENCY SUBSIDY-MTA BRIDGE AND TUNNEL TOLLS 

New York State law requires MT A Bridges and Tunnels (B&T) to transfer its annual net 
operating surplus to MT A and to MT A NYCT. Toll surpluses are defined as equal to the amount 
remaining from tolls and other operating revenues after payment of operating, capital, adminis
tration and other bridge and tunnel-related expenses. In 1998, B&T transferred $645 million to 
the transit and commuter rail systems. 

THE 1995-1999 FINANCIAL PLAN 

As noted above, MTA recognized in 1995 that support from federal, regional, and local govern
ments was on the decline and took a large step toward self-sufficiency by approving a 5-year 
plan that would maintain the fiscal stability of MT A. Key principles established to guide the 
financial plan included maintaining service quantity and quality that would encourage regional 
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growth; maintaining the integrity of the Capital Program; maintaining a customer service focus; 
sharpening the focus on safety; and meeting the mandate to be self-sustaining. 

The 5-year financial plan relies on the implementation of$3.3 billion in cost reduction measures 
and certain assumptions regarding ridership levels and traffic volumes. Federal funding alloca
tions that would have been used for operating subsidies are currently being used to help fund the 
capital program and no longer support the operating budget. With the adoption of the 1999 
operating budget, MT A had achieved its goal to reduce expenses. 

PASSENGER REVENUE HISTORY 

Over time, MTA has adjusted fares to meet the agency's goal of self-sufficiency and of having 
a fully funded capital and operating program. Fares on the transit system have been increased 
seven times since 1975 and commuter rail fares have been increased four times since 1982. De
spite these fare increases, the cost for using MT A services, when adjusted for inflation, is lower 
than its was in 1975 for transit services and 1982 for commuter rail services. Furthermore, the 
introduction of the Metrocard revenue collection system has resulted in a decline in the average 
cost for full fare customers. 

EXAMPLES OF INNOVATIVE FINANCING 

MT A has consistently employed innovative financing tools as a means to support capital invest
ments, generate revenues, and reduce operating costs and debt service expenses. MT A's capital 
construction program is probably the largest public transportation rebuilding effort in U.S. his
tory. MT A has aggressively managed its capital program to reduce its reliance on federal, state, 
and local subsidy by using a variety of innovative funding techniques. Innovative funding tech
niques include: 

• Dedicated regional taxes; 
• Mortgage recording taxes levied against lenders; 
• Use of toll credits in lieu oflocal match; 
• Proactive restructuring of debt; 
• Sale/leaseback transactions for facilities and equipment; 
• Swap options; 
• Major issuer in the bond market; 
• The sale of real estate assets; and 
• Rental payments from Grand Central Terminal. 

C. MTA'S 2000-2004 FINANCIAL PLAN 

The 2000-2004 plan continues MTA's successful strategy of using a wide variety of funding 
sources to finance its capital and operating needs. The plan fully integrates the three critical ele
ments that chart the course for MT A over the next 5 years. These elements include: 

1. The Strategic Business Plan 
2. The 2000-2004 Capital Program 
3. The 2000-2004 Operating Plan 

The Strategic Business Plan continues MT A's goals of improving customer satisfaction, in
creasing safety, reducing costs, and improving efficiencies. The 2000-2004 Capital Program 
focuses MTA's investments on maintaining the agency's extensive transportation assets and 
expanding the transportation network in the New York Region. The 2000-2004 Operating Plan 
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focuses on expanding and improving service, increasing safety, and continuing the non-service
related cost reductions that were a hallmark of the 1995-1999 Plan. 

INTEGRA TED FINANCING OF CAPITAL AND OPERATING NEEDS 

MTA has developed an integrated approach to financing operations and capital investments. The 
5-year capital program is matched to specific fund sources, with funds not dedicated to specific 
projects "pooled." By running a cash flow of the projects funded with these pooled revenues, 
financial investment strategies are developed. Capital and operating funds are then joined to
gether to develop a balanced 5-year financial plan. 

Pursuant to Article 9 ofthe New York State Public Authorities Law, MTA is required to submit 
operating and capital construction budget information to the Governor, and to the chairman and 
ranking minority members of each of the Senate Finance Committee and Assembly Ways and 
Means Committee, not less than 60 days before the commencement of each fiscal year. This 
budget information sets forth the estimated capital construction and operations receipts and 
expenditures for the current and next succeeding fiscal year, together with actual receipts and 
expenditures for the last completed fiscal year. The budget is required by law to be self
sustaining. 

MTA, with the help of its funding partners, will commit $30.724 billion in operating funds and 
$18:062 billion in capital funds for a total of$48.786 billion to achieve the goals of the 2000-
2004 Capital and Operating Plan. Funds for this ambitious program of investments will be 
derived from a variety of sources, described previously, that have been remarkably stable over 
nearly a 20-year period. 

THE 2000-2004 CAPITAL PROGRAM 

The 2000-2004 Capital Program was approved by the CPRB on May 4, 2000. The program will 
be the fifth plan of work undertaken by MTA to continue the progress of rebuilding the region's 
mass transportation network and improving that network to achieve even greater reliability and 
enhance service levels. 

After almost 18 years of effort, MT A now finds itself poised for the next step: physically ex
panding its transportation network to add needed capacity for the growing regional economy. 
The 2000-2004 capital program supports three imperatives facing MTA at the tum of the cen
tury: finishing the systemwide restoration job begun in 1982; preserving the investments already 
made through cyclical replacement of assets; and improving and expanding the MT A transporta
tion network to enable continued growth of the New York City region. 

The 2000-2004 Capital Program totals $18.062 billion (including MTA Bridges & Tunnels) for 
the 2000-2004 period (see Table 22-3). The capital investments approved by the MTA Board in 
the MT A 2000-2004 Capital Program represent a continuation of the mission to rehabilitate the 
system and maintain the assets previously restored. Accordingly, 69 percent of the program is 
dedicated to ongoing rebuilding and replacement of MT A facilities, infrastructure, and rolling 
stock. As in the 1995-1999 program, improvements to the existing system will be made (such as 
building new passageways between stations), and 11 percent of the 2000-2004 program is dedi
cated to this work. 

22-10 



Chapter 22: Financial Analysis 

Table 22-3 

MTA 2000-2004 Capital Program Summary 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Agency Component Cost 

NYCT Rolling Stock $2,484 

Infrastructure 7 697 

Total NYCT 10 181 

LIRR Rolling Stock 1,013 

Infrastructure 1,134 

Total LIRR 2,147 

MNR Rolling Stock 521 

Infrastructure 801 

Total MNR 1 322 

Subtotal NYCT, LIRR, MNR $13,649 

Network Expansion 3 413 

MTA Bus & Rail Total $17,062 

Bridqes & Tunnels 1,000 

MTA Grand Total $18,062 

The balance of the program-19 percent-is for major capital improvements and initiatives. 
The planning begun in the 1995-1999 capital program to expand the MT A system is now 
reaching the bricks and mortar stage. The plan would see significant construction progress 
toward the completion of the Preferred Alternative of East Side Access. A total of $1.05 billion 
has been allocated for the design and early construction phases of the Second Avenue Subway 
in Manhattan, a project suspended many years ago. The design and construction of transit access 
to La Guardia Airport are also included. Planning and design for three additional new routes will 
also be progressed. The new routes are MNR access to Penn Station, new rail links to the Wall 
Street area, and an extension of the No. 7 line to the Javits Center area. Funds totaling $150 
million were also included to support a broad range of smaller initiatives to enhance customer 
amenities and services throughout the region, including planning and environmental studies for 
a third track along the LIRR Main Line between Bellerose and Hicksville. Additionally, $2 mil
lion has been allocated for a study of ways to improve pedestrian connections between 
the proposed East Side Access Sunnyside station and transit stations at Queens Plaza and 
Queensboro Plaza. 

The capital program represents capital investment strategies that would protect and preserve the 
investments already made, while allocating additional funding to high-priority expansion 
projects that are necessary for the continued economic health of the region. In addition to the 
huge investments in the existing system that continue to be necessary, it is vital to progress in
vestments to expand service so that the New York region can compete more effectively in a 
changing and challenging global economy. 

FUNDING THE 2000-2004 CAPITAL PROGRAM 

The funding for the 2000-2004 Capital Program continues to rely on the same types of funding 
that supported the 1995-1999 Capital Program. Table 22-4 identifies the anticipated resources 
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Table 22-4 

2000-2004 Capital Program 
Funding Source Projections 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Funding Source Plan 

Federal Title Ill $4,709 

Federal Title I 275 

City 530 
Coliseum 145 

State of New York 1,600 

Program Income 150 

TBTA Investment Income 95 

TBTA Pay-as-You-Go 60 

Carryover 225 

Debt RestructurinQ 3 011 

Bonds $7 262 

Total MTA $18,062 

Bridges & Tunnels ($1,000) 

Total Transit and Commuter $17,062 

to fund the 2000-2004 bus and rail capital program. The program includes $17,062 billion for 
transit and commuter rail investments, and an additional $1 billion for bridges and tunnels. A 
detailed explanation of each funding source follows the table. 

FEDERAL TITLE III-$4, 709 MILLION 

The Federal Transportation Equity Act for 21st Century (TEA 21) was authorized by Congress 
in 1998. This bill creates transit funding authorization for the 6-year period of 1998-2003. Not 
only did the bill authorize more money over the 6-year period for transit than was authorized un
der the previous IS TEA bill, it also guaranteed levels of funding by year so that grantees could 
count on an annual minimum level. MTA projections of this funding are based on historical per
centages of the federal allocation formulas that measure population density, revenue vehicle 
miles, and passenger miles. For the fifth year of the plan, 2004, which is not covered in TEA-21, 
the funding levels projected for 2003 are assumed. New Start funding is also included in this 
category and incorporates the TEA-21 earmarks for East Side Access and Second Avenue Sub
way plus additional federal New Start funding assuming a 50 percent federal participation over 
the life of the projects (though not necessarily during the 2000-2004 period). 

FEDERAL TITLE I-$275 MILLION 

TEA 21 also provides for federal highway funding to be transferred to transit for certain types 
of projects. This program is administered by the state and MT A is expecting to retain the same 
mandate as the 1995-1999 capital program, which allocated $55 million per year to CMAQ and 
STP MTA capital projects. 
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CITY--$530 MILLION 

The allocation from New York City is $106 million per year, which corresponds to the city's 
Capital Needs Statement. The city sells bonds to help pay for NYCT projects chosen by MTA 
through an annual letter agreement process. 

COLISEUM-$145 MILLION 

MT A sold the Coliseum to Related Properties in 1999 for $345 million. Of this total, $200 mil
lion is allocated to the 1995-1999 Capital Program and the remaining $145 million is available 
for the 2000-2004 program. Under a memorandum of understanding between MT A and NYCT, 
the proceeds from the sale will be given to New York City, which will sell bonds in the same 
amount to pay for NYCT capital projects through a letter agreement process. 

STATE OF NEW YORK-$1,600 MILLION 

Some of the proceeds from the New York State Transportation Infrastructure Bond Act of 2000 
were to be used to support a portion of MT A's Capital Program. With the voters' disap
proval of the Bond Act, MT A will resubmit the plan pursuant to the Capital Program 
Review Board's approval resolution, dated May 4, 2000. 

PROGRAM INCOME-$150 MILLION 

Income from invested non-bond MT A funds, such as deposits of proceeds from previous sale
leaseback agreements, real-estate sales, and operating budget contributions, will be generated 
for the benefit of the capital program. The amount is an estimate based on projected account 
balances for the 2000-2004 period, including all expected drawdowns. 

TBTA INVESTMENT INCOME-$95 MILLION 

Income is generated from TBT A debt service reserves and other TBT A deposits, and is partially 
transferred to the MT A capital program. The funding is the same amount as what was generated 
for the 1995-1999 Capital Program. 

CARRYOVER-$225 MILLION 

Carryover comprises funds from previous capital programs that are no longer needed to support 
the completion of capital work. Sufficient funds have been left in the previous programs to cover 
any unforeseen events that may affect work under way. 

DEBT RESTRUCTURING-$3,011 MILLION 

MT A has developed a plan to generate $3 billion in additional resources without increasing an
nual debt service costs. This plan creates a new MT A corporate debt structure. Various elements 
in this restructuring would generate $2 billion in new bond proceeds and release $1 billion in re
serve funds that will be used to pay for new capital projects. This will result in a $1.2 billion 
reduction in debt service payments between 2000-2004. 

BONDS-$7,262 MILLION 

New bonds to support the proposed capital program would use the new simplified credit struc
ture described above and would be backed by agency operating revenues and subsidies in ac
cordance with the 2000-2004 financial plan. 

22-13 



MT AILIRR East Side Access FEIS 

MTA continues the strategies implemented in the 1995-1999 plan to meet the mandate to be 
self-sustaining. As demonstrated in Table 22-5, the capital program continues its reliance on 
local funds .. 

Table 22-5 

Capital Program Funding by Plan Period (Dollars in Billions) 

1982-1994 Percent 1995-1999 Percent 2000-2004 Percent 1982-2004 Percent 

Federal $7.044 35 $3.770 30 $4.984 29 $15.798 32 

Local 13.040 65 8.783 70 12.078 71 33.901 68 

Total Funds $20.084 $12.553 $17.062 $49.699 

THE 2000-2004 OPERATING PLAN 

The 2000-2004 operating plan would cover MTA's operating expenses over the next 5 years, in
cluding the debt service required to finance the 2000-2004 capital commitments. These revenue 
sources were described previously in the section on Funding MTA Operations: 1982-1999. Cur
rent operating plan revenue sources are detailed in Table 22-6. 

FINANCING THE 2000-2004 CAPITAL AND OPERATING PROGRAM 

The combined 2000-2004 Capital and Operating Plan submitted to the Capital Program Review 
Board has a $4.43 7 billion, or less than 10 percent, gap. MT A's strategy for closing the gap in
cludes $911.5 million of non-service-related expense reduction, innovative financing initiatives 
that will reduce capital program debt service by $1.163 billion, and new governmental assis
tance and other resources totaling $2.362 billion. These gap-closing strategies build off of 
MTA's traditional approach of fully funding its capital and operating needs by securing in
creased/new revenue sources, leveraging internally generated revenues, and controlling costs 
through operating and financing initiatives. 

D. FUNDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

CAPITAL COSTS 

Capital costs take into account only the costs associated with the system improvements required 
for each option of the Preferred Alternative. As outlined in Table 22-7, capital costs for the Pre
ferred Altemative are estimated at $4.7 billion for Option 1 and $4.3 billion for Option 2. Total 
capital costs include costs of construction, costs for engineering and management, costs to pur
chase additional rolling stock, and costs for property acquisitions and easements required for the 
project. 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 

For the year 2012, the operating and maintenance cost for the East Side Access Preferred Alter
native is estimated at $100.5 million in 1999 dollars. Operating costs include the following: 

• Maintenance of a new Sunnyside Station and the new LIRR station and platforms in Grand 
Central Terminal; 

• Maintenance of track, signals, power, and communications on the new right-of-way and tun
nel sections; 
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Table 22-6 

Funding the 2000-2004 Capital and Operating Plan 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Transit Commuter 
Authority Railroads Total* 

Internally Generated Operatina Revenues 

Fares $10,070.2 $3,488.1 $13,558.3 

Bridaes and Tunnels Operatina Surolus 814.2 903.2 1 717.4 

Other 929.6 391.0 1 320.6 

Subtotai-Operatina Revenues 11,814.0 4,782.3 16,596.3 

City, Counties, States, and Other Regional Taxes 

Mortgage Recordina Tax 93.3 452.5 545.8 

Station Maintenance 0 629.6 629.6 

Local Operating Assistance 790.3 146.3 936.6 

State of Connecticut 0 173.5 173.5 

Urban Tax 739.2 0 739.2 

Subtotal-Regional Taxes 1,622.8 1,401.9 3,024.7 

New York State Contributions 

State Operating Assistance 790.3 146.3 936.6 

MMTOA** 2,459.2 1,185.9 3,645.1 
Gross Petroleum Business Tax 1 225.1 216.2 1 441.3 

Subtotal-State Revenues Contributions 4,474.6 1,548.3 6 022.9 
ITOTAL .... .-u.-uuES 17911.6 7 732.5 25 643.9 

Operating Expenses 

Operatinq Expenses 18,549.0 9,040.7 27 589.7 
Debt Service for Capital Expenditures 2,679.9 1 454.5 4 134.4 

ITOTAL EXPENSES 21 228.9 10 495.2 31 724.1 

Operatina Deficit 

Deficit after Subsidies (3 317.3) (2,762.7) (6,080.2) 

Cash Adjustment 366.6 1 185.1 1 551.7 

Openina Cash Balance 43.4 48.8 92.2 

ICAPITAL. AND OPERATING GAP $(2 907.5) ~{1 528.8) ~{4 436.3) 

Funding the Gap 

Expense Reductions Not lmpactina Service 911.5 

Reduction in Debt Service as a Result of Debt Restructurina 1 162.8 

New Governmental Assistance/Other Resources 2 362.0 

Total Gap Closing Measures $4,436.3 

2000-2004 Capital and Operating Plan Gap $0 

Notes: 
* Totals may not add due to rounding. 
** MMTOA is the Metropolitan Transportation Operating Assistance Program created by 

Section 88-a of the New York State Finance Law. The dedicated regional taxes used to 
fund this program include sales tax revenues, a long-lines tax, a business tax surcharge 
and a tax on gross oil company receipts. 
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Table 22-7 

Capital Cost Estimates: Preferred Alternative Option 1 
and Option 2 

Option 1 Cost Option 2 Cost 
Component (in millions) (in millions) 

Construction Enqineerinq, and Manaqement $3 521.4 $3,295.9 

Right-of-way 400.0 264.0 

Rolling Stock 790.5 790.4 

Total ESA Capital Costs $4,711.9 $4,350.3 

Notes: The above table reflects the costs of the Preferred Alternative. Other 
improvements that benefit operations for LIRR or other transit operators 
and also benefit East Side Access could also be built while the 
Preferred Alternative is under construction. Funding for those items, 
which include extensions of MTA NYCT tunnel structures and yards on 
Long Island for nighttime storage of LIRR trains, would be funded by 
the agencies that most directly benefit from the improvements and not 
as part of the total ESA capital costs. 

Costs are escalated to midpoint of construction. 

• Maintenance of additional rolling stock and additional personnel costs for train crews and 
equipment moves; passenger services and ticketing; and 

• Additional energy consumption, including the cost of traction power and hotel power. 

PLANNED SCOPE OF WORK FOR EAST SIDE ACCESS: 2000-2004 PLAN PERIOD 

The $1.5 billion available for East Side Access in the 2000-2004 Capital Program will be suffi
cient to complete final design for the project and to initiate significant construction and 
tunneling activities as detailed in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives," and Chapter 17, "Construc
tion and Construction Impacts." 

APPROVED FUNDING FOR EAST SIDE ACCESS 

To date, the MT A Board of Directors has approved $7 million in the 1992-1996 Capital Pro
gram, $192 million in the 1995-1999 Capital Program, and an additional $1.5 billion for the Pre
ferred Alternative of East Side Access in the 2000-2004 Capital Program. Thus, 39 percent of 
the costs associated with the Preferred Alternative would be fully funded, assuming a 50 percent 
federal participation. 

ANTICIPATED FEDERAL SHARE FOR EAST SIDE ACCESS 

The financial plan for the Preferred Alternative assumes that 50 percent of the capital costs
approximately $2.2 billion-would be funded from non-Section 5309 New Starts funds. This 
high level of local overmatch to federal funds reflects the region's commitment to implementing 
new LIRR service to the east side of Manhattan. Through September 1999, MTA had committed 
$138.5 million for the Preferred Alternative of the East Side Access Project. Of this amount, 
$94.7 million, or 68 percent, has been from local fund sources. The 2000-2004 Capital Program 
allocates $1.5 billion for East Side Access and assumes that federal participation would total 50 
percent over the life of the project. 
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While MT A's financial analysis assumes that FT A would provide 50 percent of the total cost of 
the Preferred Alternative, the actual share would in fact be much less when one considers the 
value of real estate assets that are currently owned by MIA and would be used by the project. 
The yards to be built to support the Preferred Alternative would be built on property currently 
owned by MT A at Yard A in Sunnyside, Queens; as well as yards in Highbridge, Bronx; Bliss
ville, Queens; and Fresh Pond, Queens. In addition, the right-of-way for the tunnel alignment it
self, from Queens to 63rd Street and Second A venue, except for a short segment in Sunnyside 
Yard that is owned by Amtrak, is also owned by MT A. The Preferred Alternative would also use 
more than 300,000 square feet of space within Grand Central Terminal, one of the premier land
mark buildings in the world. The market value of this premier landmark space in one of the most 
valuable areas of the world is conservatively estimated at $460 million for the terminal and $1.2 
billion for the trainshed. 

Traditional New Starts projects in other areas typically include property acquisitions for yards, 
right-of-way, and station facilities as eligible project costs. The project costs for East Side Ac
cess do not include the value of real estate currently owned by MT A. MT A's share of eligible 
project costs would therefore be considerably higher than 50 percent, since the value of the as
sets described above would not be included in determining federal participation for the Preferred 
Alternative. 

FUNDING REVENUE SHORTFALLS 

The $1.5 billion allocated for the Preferred Alternative would be derived from the pool of re
sources available to MTA that have been described above. The availability of a variety offund 
sources-many from dedicated taxes-that help finance MT A 2000-2004 Capital and Operating 
Plan minimizes the likelihood that a resource shortfall will be experienced. In addition, the Pre
ferred Alternative's funding must be considered within the context of the $31.724 billion in 
operating funds and $18.062 billion in capital funds that would be committed between 2000 and 
2004. As Table 22-8 illustrates, the $750 million in local funds allocated to the Preferred 
Alternative in the 2000-2004 Plan represents just 1.5 percent of the $49.786 billion in capital 
and operating funds that would be committed by MT A over the next 5 years. 

Table 22-8 

MT A 2000-2004 Capital and Operating Plan
Planned Commitments* (Dollars in Millions) 

2000-2004 Operatinq Plan $31 724 

2000-2004 Capital Proqram 18 062 

Total Planned MTA Commitments $49,786 

Planned East Side Access Commitments $1,500 

East Side Access: $1.5 billion as a percentage of planned MTA 3.01% 
2000-2004 commitments 

MTA's 50 percent share of East Side Access costs-$750 million- 1.50% 
as a percentage of planned MTA 2000-2004 commitments 

Note: *Includes MTA Bridges and Tunnels. 
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STABILITY AND RELIABILITY OF THE 2000-2004 PLAN 

The stability of the funds available to MTA is highlighted in Table 22-9, which summarizes the 
distribution of state funds to MTA since 1983. The significance ofthis summary is that the large 
number of dedicated taxes available to fund MT A's programs and services has funded capital 
and operating plans during periods of economic growth and economic downturns. It is this sta
bility that has been the hallmark of MTA Capital and Operating Plans since 1982. This stability 
is also reflected in MTA's investment grade bond rating from the following institutions: 

State General 
Fund Section 

Year* 18-b 

1983-1984 $145,580,000 

1984-1985 115,720,000 

1985-1986 115 720 000 

1986-1987 115 720 000 

1987-1988 212 924 800 

1988-1989 212 924 800 

1989-1990 212,924,800 

1990-1991 210 796 000 

1991-1992 187,924,000 

1992-1993 199,735,000 

1993-1994 187 924 000 

1994-1995 187 924 000 

1995-1996 59 924,000 
1996-1997 91,353 000 

1997-1998 77 793 000 

1998-1999 77,793,000 

Totals $2,412,680,400 

S&P BBB+ 
Moody's Baa1 
Fitch A-

Table 22-9 

State Public Transportation Funds for MT A 
Appropriated by New York State 

Mass Transportation Dedicated Mass 
Operating Assistance Transportation Total State 

Fund (MMTOA) Trust Fund (SDF) Funds 

$394 420 000 $540,000 000 

503 865 000 619 585 000 

600 752 000 716 472 000 

572 132,000 687,852,000 

586 478,000 799,402 800 

648 493,000 861 417 800 

658 024 000 870 948 800 

629,088,000 839 884 000 

647 500,000 835,424 000 

699 647,000 899,382 000 

717 644 000 129 300 000 1 034 868 000 

747,818 000 220,410 000 1 156 152,000 

801 400 000 228 800 000 1 ,090 124 000 
797,028,000 241 000 000 1 129 371 000 

875,505 000 252 243 000 1 ,205,541 000 

1 ,003 729 000 256 700 000 1 ,338 222,000 

$10,883,513,000 $1 ,328,453,000 $14,624,646,400 

Note: * New York State Fiscal Year (April to March). 

E. TWENTY-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN AND CASH FLOW: 1999-2020 

To demonstrate MTA's ability to finance the Preferred Alternative and other MTA network ex
pansion initiatives, annual capital commitments and expenditures for the Preferred Alternative 
have been evaluated along with the annual capital and operating needs of NYCT, LIRR, and 
MNR. As the funding entity for regional transportation, MT A and its state and local funding 
partners are committed to continuing investment in the maintenance and normal replacement of 
existing transit assets while simultaneously expanding the network to meet ridership demand 
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and regional transportation goals. These capital and operating needs have been projected out 
over the 2000-2019 period of the cash flow. The cash flow for the Preferred Alternative is iden
tified separately. 

FINANCIAL PLAN ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY 

The objective of this analysis is to project annual capital and operating expenses from 1999 to 
2020. The financial plan reflects the costs and revenues necessary to operate and maintain the 
baseline MTA transit network in a state of good repair, provide for the normal replacement of 
capital assets, fund the construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative, and provide a fi
nancial envelope for future MT A network expansion initiatives. The assumptions regarding the 
network expansion financial envelope are explained in more detail in the "Uses of Funds" sec
tion below. 

The financial plan includes the current and projected costs and revenues for NYCT, LIRR, 
MNR, and MT A Headquarters. Based on MT A consolidated financial reporting practice, the 
financial plan contains operating costs and operating revenues for NYCT, which includes the 
subway and bus network, and for MT A Commuter Railroads, which include LIRR, MNR, and 
MT A Headquarters. Similarly, capital infrastructure and rolling stock investments not 
associated with the Preferred Alternative are presented for NYCT and MT A Commuter 
Railroads. Unless otherwise noted, average revenues and expense growth rates are adjusted for 
inflation using the WEFA, Inc. forecasts of the New York Region CPI-U. 

The financial plan does not include the operating costs and revenues associated with the Staten 
Island Railway and MTA Bridges and Tunnels. Based on standard MT A consolidated financial 
reporting practice, the operating costs, operating revenues, and subsidy needs for Staten Island 
Railway are netted out of the financial plan. MTA Bridges and Tunnels is self-funded from toll 
revenues. As a result, the financial plan reflects the transfer of surplus toll revenues to MT A's 
transit network after Bridges and Tunnels operating and maintenance, capital, and debt service 
expenses have been deducted. 

SOURCES OF FUNDS ASSUMPTIONS 

The following sections describe the assumptions of the financial plan regarding the sources of 
operating and capital funds as well as how those funds would be used. 

Operating Funds 

Fare Revenues. Revenue assumptions for the 2000-2004 time period for NYCT and MT A 
Commuter Railroads are based on MTA's 2000-2004 financial plan projections. Beginning in 
2005, fare revenues are based on the ridership forecasts and fare assumptions prepared for this 
document. Specifically, projected fare revenues reflect the combined impact of ridership growth 
and annual inflationary fare adjustments. It is assumed that between 2005 and 2011, ridership 
will grow based on the No Action forecasts. Based on the most recent project construction 
schedule, it is estimated that the Preferred Alternative will be completed in 2011. As a result, the 
ridership and fare revenue impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative are reflected in the 
2012 to 2020 forecasts. 

As described throughout the E/5, East Side Access would allow many LIRR commuters 
bound for Manhattan's East Side to avoid using NYCT subways to complete their journeys 
to work. As is shown in the ridership forecasting appendix (see Appendix C), with East 
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Side Access in place, a decrease in weekday subway ridership of 12,247 riders would oc
cur in 2010 and 12,955 riders in 2020 compared to the No Action. Systemwide, these 
passengers who no longer use the subway would translate into a loss of subway system 
revenue of $70,500 daily (in 2000 dollars) in comparison with the No Action condition, 
or approximately $ 7 5. 7 million annually. (It should be noted that in comparison to 
existing conditions, however, there would be virtually no revenue lost, since it is assumed 
that growth between now and 2020, No Action, will generate 12,000 new riders.) This 
shift in ridership relative to the No Action condition is accounted for in MT A's financial 
projections. 

Other Operating Revenues. These revenues include rents, concessions, and other operating 
revenues that NYCT and the MT A Commuter Railroads internally generate. These revenue 
sources range from leases at Grand Central Terminal to food and beverage sales at station 
platforms. Revenue projections for the 2000-2004 time period reflect MTA's estimate defined 
in the 2000-2004 financial plan. For the remainder of the financial plan period, other Commuter 
Railroad operating revenues are projected to grow by 2.88 percent annually, while other NYCT 
operating revenues are estimated to grow 1.10 percent annually. These assumptions are based 
on the average annual growth rate for these revenue sources between 1983 and MTA's estimate 
for 2004. 

MT A Dedicated Revenues. Two sources of MT A dedicated revenues-baseline and supple
mental-are projected as follows: 

• Baseline Revenues include Bridges and Tunnels toll surplus, MMTOA allocations, andre
ceipts from the Mortgage Recording Tax, Urban Tax, and Petroleum Business Tax. The 
2000-2004 projections are based on MTA's financial plan. Between 2005 and 2020, these 
revenues grow at an annual rate of 3.56 percent. This is based on the 1983 actual and MT A 
2004 forecast average annual rate of 4.03 percent for these revenues, adjusted to reflect the 
slower rate of baseline inflation projected for the New York region during this period. Be
tween 1983 and 2004, baseline inflation's average annual rate is estimated to be 3.51 per
cent. Based on WEF A inflation forecasts for the New York region extended to 2020, it is as
sumed baseline inflation would be 3.15 percent. 

• Supplemental Revenues will help close a projected $4.4 billion funding gap over the 
2000-2004 capital program period. These include a combination of non-service-related 
expense reductions, financing initiatives, and new governmental assistance. The timing and 
exact nature of these strategies will be more fully defined subsequent to discussions be
tween MT A and its funding partners, and the approval of the capital program by the Capital 
Program Review Board. For the purposes of this financial analysis, it is assumed that a new 
stream of supplemental dedicated revenues would be available in addition to MTA's other 
revenue sources to meet the operating needs ofNYCT and MTA Commuter Railroads. 

• State Operating Assistance includes New York State Section 18-B operating grants to 
fund a portion ofNYCT and MT A Commuter Railroad needs and Connecticut Department 
of Transportation grants for MNR's New Haven Line. New York State law requires a 100 
percent local match of state Section 18-b appropriations. Therefore, the State Fiscal Year 
1998-1999 Section 18-b appropriation of $187.924 million yields $375.848 million, in
cluding the regiona1local match from the City of New York and the counties in the MT Are
gion. The 2000-2004 projections for these sources are based on MTA's financial plan. 
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Between 2005 and 2020, these sources are projected to grow by 1.60 percent annually. This 
reflects the average annual rate between 1983 and MTA's estimate for 2004. 

Local Operating Assistance. This refers to funding provided by New York City and the subur
ban counties within MTA's service area, as well as station maintenance contributions from local 
jurisdictions. The 2000-2004 forecasts are based on the financial plan, while the out-year projec
tions assume an average annual growth rate of 2.34 percent. The out-year growth rate reflects 
average annual growth projected between 1985 and MTA's estimate for 2004. 

Operating Cash Adjustments. This includes cost reimbursements and depreciation. The 2000-
2004 projections are based on the financial plan, while the out-year projections assume these ad
justments would grow at the same rate as operating costs. 

Interest Income. This includes interest earned on cash balances and on debt service reserve 
funds. Annual interest earnings rates are based on WEF A forecasts for 1-year treasury bonds. 

Capital Program Funds 

Capital Grant Funding Sources. The financial plan assumes that capital grant funding would 
be providing by the following sources: 

• FTA Section 5307 Formula, Section 5309 Fixed Guideway, Section 5309 New Starts for 
Network Expansion Projects Other than East Side Access, and Other Federal Sources. 
Based on MTA's 2000-2004 financial plan, the analysis assumes that FTA formula and dis
cretionary grants would fund 30.28 percent of the capital expenditures for all projects other 
than the Preferred Alternative. Between 2005 and 2020, FTA funding sources would cover 
30.1 percent of state of good repair and normal replacement capital needs. This percentage 
is based on the historical share of federal funding, excluding New Start funds, since 1982. 
In addition, the financial plan assumes that FT A New Starts grants would fund 50 percent 
of the network expansion projects other than the Preferred Alternative. 

• Section 5309 New Starts Funds for the Preferred Alternative. FTA New Starts grants 
would fund 50 percent of the Preferred Alternative's project costs. MTA resources would 
fund the other 50 percent of the project's capital needs. For the purposes of this analysis, the 
annual amount of grant funding projected in the financial plan assumes that FT A New Starts 
funds would cover 50 percent of the expenditure needs of the project on a cash basis. Due 
to the magnitude of the project's resource needs, the required amount of federal resources 
during the peak of construction will likely exceed the annual allocation of funds that MT A 
would ultimately negotiate as part of a Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) with FT A. 
For example, the project requires annual grant funding in excess of $200-$300 million over 
several years of the construction schedule. To close the gap between the flow ofFTA funds 
negotiated as part of the FFGA and the project's resource needs, MTA would likely utilize 
short-term financing, such as grant anticipation notes. As part of the FFGA negotiation pro
cess, MT A and FT A will mutually define the annual flow of federal funds based on the con
struction needs of the project and the federal resources available to fund the project. It is 
also proposed that MT A and FT A mutually identify: ( 1) the need for short-term financing 
that would be used to close any potential gaps between resource needs and availability; and 
(2) the amount ofFTA funding in addition to the federal share of the project's construction 
costs that would be required to pay for short-term financing/interest costs. 
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City o(New York. It is assumed that City of New York capital program contributions would 
equal $106 million each year from 1999 through 2020. This is consistent with the city's base 
level of contributions to MT A's Capital Program. 

MTA Carn•over, Investment Income, One-Time Sources, and Other Revenues. This includes 
other revenue sources identified in the 2000-2004 capital program. It is assumed this source 
would fund 3. 7 4 percent of non-East Side Access capital needs throughout the financial analysis 
period. 

Bond Proceeds. Bonds are issued on an annual basis to close the gap between available 
revenues and capital needs. Debt is sized based on the portion of annual capital expenditures not 
funded by FT A grants, City of New York contributions, and other MT A capital revenue sources. 
For the purposes of the financial analysis, it is assumed that debt would be structured as 30-year 
revenue bonds, which would be secured by the combination ofMTA's fare and other operating 
revenues, dedicated revenues (both baseline and supplemental), state operating assistance, and 
local operating assistance. This debt structure generally mirrors the practice that MTA has 
historically followed to debt finance its capital program. Interest rates between 5.8 and 6.1 per
cent were assumed in the analysis. These rates are based on WEF A forecasts for the Muni Bond 
Buyer Index (which assumes 20-year bonds), adjusted upward by 80 basis points to factor in 
30-year bonds and a more conservative interest rate assumption. 

USES OF FUNDS ASSUMPTIONS 

Operating Costs 

The 2000-2004 estimates reflect the assumptions contained in MTA's financial plan. NYCT 
operating costs beyond 2004 are assumed to grow at 2.79 percent annually. This is based on the 
average annual growth rate between 1983 and MTA's estimate for 2004. 

Commuter Railroad operating costs also reflect the assumptions contained in MT A's financial 
plan. Beginning in 2005, Commuter Railroad operating costs grow at inflation. The historical 
growth rate was not used to project Commuter Railroad operating costs into the future because 
it would be at a rate higher than baseline inflation. Given MT A's focus on containing costs and 
delivering service improvements within constrained budgets, a higher than inflation operating 
cost growth assumption was assumed not to be reasonable. 

Operating costs of the Preferred Alternative are separated out for the purposes of this analysis. 
Based on the 2011 forecasted construction completion date, it is assumed that revenue service 
would begin in 2012. Once service is initiated, East Side Access-related operating costs would 
grow relative to overall Commuter Railroad costs. 

Capital Costs 

These reflect projected annual expenditures required to design and construct the Preferred Alter
native. The construction cash flow is based on the start and end dates reflected in the Integrated 
Project Schedule for the major scope of work. The cost estimate is applied against standard 
expenditure curves using Primavera Project Planner software. Cash flow estimates for engi
neering and management are distributed based on the current staffing level projections de
veloped in the work plans. 

Although the cash flow projects costs from 1999 to 2011, it should be noted that costs have been 
incurred since 1998. During the financial plan period, the Preferred Alternative capital costs are 
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expected to equal $4.3 billion. The annual costs portrayed in the financial plan do not match the 
costs presented for corresponding years in the 2000-2004 Capital Program. This is because the 
capital program estimates are based on the year in which costs will need to be committed, while 
the financial plan shows when costs would be incurred on an expenditure basis. As a result, 
there is a lag between commitments and expenditures. 

MTA Capital Program 

In addition to East Side Access, the financial plan projects annual expenditures for NYCT and 
MT A Commuter Railroad infrastructure, rolling stock, and bus fleet needs. These costs are for 
projects that will allow MT A to bring assets to a state of good repair and maintain them on a 
normal replacement cycle. In addition, it would also allow MT A to invest in network expansion 
initiatives in addition to the Preferred Alternative of East Side Access. 

Similar to the East Side Access, infrastructure and vehicle costs portrayed in the financial plan 
do not match the annual costs shown in MTA's capital program. Again, this is because the fi
nancial plan shows project costs on an expenditure basis, while the capital program shows costs 
on a commitment basis. Annual infrastructure and vehicle expenditures were estimated based on 
the following: 

• Infrastructure. The financial analysis projects cash expenditures for NYCT and MTA Com
muter Railroad capital investments. For the 2000 and 2004 time period, projections are 
based on the average annual rate of expenditure experienced during the 1995-1999 capital 
program. This average expenditure rate was increased to account for inflation and for the 
higher level of commitments planned in the 2000-2004 program compared with the 1995-
1999 program. In real terms, the scope of the 2000-2004 Capital Program, excluding East 
Side Access, is approximately 8 percent greater than the 1995-1999 Capital Program. This 
greater level of commitment reflects MT A's strategy of initiating other network expansion 
projects in addition to East Side Access. Therefore, annual infrastructure expenditures were 
increased in real terms by 8 percent between 2000 and 2004. 

To provide a financial envelope for future system expansion initiatives beyond the 2004 
time period, infrastructure expenditures were gradually increased by an additional 8 percent 
in real terms between 2005 and 2009. This additional increase in the expenditure rate would 
allow MT A to progress another network expansion project, or multiple projects, that would 
be in the same total magnitude cost as East Side Access. It should be noted that the 
operating impacts of other network expansion projects are not reflected in the financial plan. 

• Rolling Stock and Buses. The analysis assumes that rolling stock investments would be 
made at the beginning of a 5-year capital program and therefore would spend out by the end 
of that 5-year program. Expenditures for 2000-2004 are based on the capital program, while 
2005-2020 expenditures are based on MTA's fleet replacement strategies. 

DEBT SERVICE 

Annual debt service is forecasted for existing debt issues based on MTA's 1999 Combined Con
tinuing Disclosure Filing and new debt service to repay bonds that would be issued over the fi
nancial analysis period. 
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RESULTS OF THE FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

Table 22-11 at the end of this chapter shows the results of the 1999-2020 financial analysis. 
Overall, the projected sources of fare and other operating revenues; dedicated revenues; and 
federal, state, and local grants and assistance would be sufficient to meet MTA's projected capi
tal and operating needs. Over the financial plan period, total sources of funds, including the 
availability of a 1999 fund balance, equal $286 billion, while total uses equal $286 billion. Total 
debt issued during this period equals $53.5 billion. 

Although MTA' s debt service coverage ratio (defined as the total of fare and other operating 
revenues, dedicated MTA's revenues, and state and local assistance divided by debt service) de
clines, it remains above 3.0 and stabilizes during the last 7 years of the plan. As a result of rider
ship growth and annual fare adjustments, MTA's operating ratio (defined as fare and other 
operating revenues divided by operating costs) remains stable within the 55 to 57 percent range 
between 2010 and 2020. The operating ratio, when debt service is included, declines during the 
financial plan period, but stabilizes at 39 to 40 percent between 2009 and 2020. 

STABILITY AND RELIABILITY OF CAPITAL FINANCING PLAN 

The financial analysis described herein has defined a set of strategies based on MT A's success
ful approach to financing its capital and operating needs over a nearly 20-year period. MTA's 
reliance on its own funding resources has resulted in a stable financial program that is reflected 
in its investment grade rating by financial institutions. MTA's capital program is far less reliant 
on federal funds than the national average. 

STABILITY AND RELIABILITY OF OPERATING FINANCING PLAN 

As previously demonstrated, MTA's operating revenue stream has a long history of stability. 
The following reiterates a few key points about the operating plan: 

• The largest revenue source is the one MTA has the most control over-fares. The 1999 pro
jected Farebox Recovery Ratio is 60 percent before debt service and 50.4 percent, including 
debt and Staten Island Railroad.· 

• MMTOA Funds, which are funded from a variety of dedicated taxes, have provided a con
sistent tax base since 1980. These include Petroleum Business Tax, Sales Tax, Long Lines 
Tax, and Temporary Business Tax surcharge (levied in 1982; expires every 2 years and has 
been consistently renewed). 

• Urban Tax provided by New York City. 

• Station Maintenance, Operations, and Use Assessments on New York City and Suburban 
Counties have provided a consistent revenue stream. 

• Direct Grants provided by New York State and matched by the City ofNew York and the 
suburban counties. 

• 

* 

Interagency Subsidies from MTA Bridges & Tunnels. By New York State law, annual net 
operating surpluses are transferred to MT A and MT A NYCT. 

This represents one of the highest fare recovery ratios in the country. The debt service ratios con
tained in the Sources and Uses of Funds in Table 22-11 reflect year-end projections. 
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ABILITY TO RESPOND TO REVENUE SHORTFALLS 

The flexibility of MIA's financial plan provides MIA with the ability to respond to revenue 
shortfalls. MT A's ability to respond to shortfalls is enhanced by the following: 

• A variety of operating revenues, which allows us to respond to shortfalls in any one source. 

• An ability to implement $3 billion in expense reductions with no impact on service. 

• The pooling of non-dedicated capital funds, which enhances MTA's investment strategy. 

• A 20-year record of success in financing and implementing capital programs. 

• A mass transit dependent New York region, leading to low elasticity of demand with respect 
to fares. 

• The largest revenue stream coming from fare box revenues. Since September 1975, the 
basic fare charged for use of the transit system has been raised seven times. The last transit 
fare increase from $1.25 to $1.50 was in November 1995. After adjusting for inflation, the 
current base fare is the same as the fare charged in 1975. Since 1982, fares have been raised 
four times on the commuter lines, most recently on November 12, 1995. After adjusting for 
inflation, current fares are lower than they were in 1982. Ridership has increased with the 
advent ofMetroCard and fare discounts. MT A has never defaulted on bonds; bonds are in
sured and usually carry a two times debt service coverage ratio. 

The financial analysis demonstrates MTA's ability to fund the construction of the Preferred 
Alternative of East Side Access and integrate the service within the operation and maintenance 
ofMTA's vast transportation network. The projected fare recovery ratios, already among the 
highest in the country, increases to 57 percent by 2020. In addition, the debt service coverage 
ratio remains above 3.0. Both these factors, along with a strong history of self-reliance, point to 
a strong and reliable financial plan. 

F. PROPOSED LIRR LONG-TERM INVESTMENT STRATEGIES: 
1999-2020 

The LIRR has developed long-term investment strategies to meet the projected customer de
mand and the changing face of the transportation network. As commuter markets continue to ex
pand toward the east and as the reverse commuter market is expected to grow, strategies for the 
next 20 years strive to increase capacity in both infrastructure and rolling stock while simul
taneously maintaining existing infrastructure investments. The LIRR's $7.5 billion long-term 
investment program, summarized in Table 22-10, focuses on maintaining the existing infrastruc
ture in a state of good repair, expanding service to meet regional transportation needs, intro
ducing new technologies to optimize operations and safety, and make investments to support 
other regional system expansions. The principal strategies and system improvement projects 
(excluding the East Side Access Project) that make up the coordinated program include the 
following: 

• Rolling Stock: The LIRR will replace the entire Ml electric fleet with new M7 vehicles, 
overhaul the M3 electric fleet to extend its useful life, and expand the M7 fleet to meet pro
jected ridership demand. 
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Table 22-10 

Long Island Rail Road 
Summary of Capital Needs 

2000-2019 

Cost in 
Millions 

(1999 
Category dollars) 

Rolling_ Stock $2,339 

Station 855 

Track 1 688 

Line Structures 314 

Communications and Siqnals 1 142 

Shops and Yards 705 

Power 423 

Miscellaneous 41 

Total 7,505 

Note: Capital Needs do not include East 
Side Access Project. 

• Stations: The long -term objective is to improve the appearance and utility of the stations, 
expand parking and construct intermodal station facilities, thereby increasing customer 
satisfaction and the LIRR's ability to meet customer demand. 

• Track Program: The LIRR will continue the cyclical replacement of track infrastructure. 
Concrete ties will be installed in selected areas to maximize service life and minimize track 
outages that impact on customers. Significant system improvements are also proposed, in
cluding construction of a third track on the Main Line between Queens and Divide inter
lockings and a second track from Farmingdale to Ronkonkoma, that will increase train 
capacity. 

• Line Structures: The LIRR will bring bridges and viaducts to a state-of good repair and 
continue rehabilitation of the East River Tunnels to Penn Station. 

• Communications and Signals: The infrastructure will be upgraded to increase operational 
capacity and continue the safe operations of trains. Fiber optics will be installed to reduce 
leased line services, increase reliability and improve communications with customers. New 
technologies including Communications Based Train Control will be installed and cab sig
naling replaced. 

• Shops and Yards: In anticipation of the growth in the rolling stock fleet the LIRR is fi
nalizing a long-term operating and maintenance strategy to identify the optimal mix of 
existing yard upgrades, expansions and new yards to support service requirements. The 
strategy will include improving train storage capacity for electric fleet on east end of Long 
Island, train wash facilities, and employee facilities. 
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• Power Program: In addition to ongoing component replacement eight substations are 
scheduled for reconstruction and 12 will undergo complete equipment replacement. Plans 
also include the electrification of the Central Branch portion of the Main Line. 

• Miscellaneous: Included are investments to maintain Penn Station and construction equip-
ment in a state-of-good repair. •!• 
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1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

SQURC.E.S QF c.AS!i 
Fares and Other Operating Revenues 

New Vorl< City Transit Fare Revenues $1,966.4 $1,986.3 $1,994.0 $2,009.0 $2,030.0 $2,050.9 $2,128.8 $2,210.6 $2,296.1 $2,385.6 
New York City Transit Oth Op. Revenues $186.7 $183.1 $177.1 $183.7 $190.0 $195.8 $197.9 $200.1 $202.3 $204.6 
MTA Commuter Railroad Fare Revenues $656.4 $675.3 $687.5 $697.9 $708.2 $719.3 $751.1 $784.7 $820.0 $857.1 
MTA Commuter Railroad Oth. Op. Revenues $54.5 $74.4 $76.8 $78.3 $79.8 $81.7 $84.1 $86.5 $89.0 $91.5 

MTA Dedicated Revenues 
Baseline Dedicated Revenues $1,578.0 $1,574.7 $1,587.1 $1,622.7 $1,643.4 $1,660.9 $1,720.0 $1,781.2 $1,844.6 $1,910.3 
First Supplemental Dedicated Revenues $0.0 $477.7 $732.3 $949.7 $1,145.3 $1,368.2 $1,513.4 $1,617.3 $1,734.4 $1,871.7 

State Operating Assistance $217.0 $220.5 $221.3 $222.1 $222.9 $223.7 $227.3 $230.9 $234.6 $238.3 
Local OperatingAssistance $301.8 $305.6 $309.3 $313.2 $317.2 $321.3 $328.8 $336.5 $344.4 $352.4 
Operating Cash Adjustments 

New York City Transit . 
$171.9 $81.3 $61.8 $37.7 $61.1 $124.6 $128.1 $131.6 $135.3 $139.1 

MTA Commuter Railroad $231.7 $196.3 $242.2 $247.4 $244.3 $255.0 $263.0 $271.4 $280.1 $288.9 
Capital Grant Funding Sources 

Federal (5307/5309 Formula/Non-ESA New Starts/Flex.) $627.0 $565.5 $626.2 $726.2 $915.8 $946.7 $766.5 $834.9 $950.6 $1,276.5 
Sec 5309 New Starts for East Side Access $23.8 $2.0 $91.0 $121.0 $160.1 $180.4 $196.5 $220.5 $239.3 $290.9 
City of New York $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 

MTA Program Carryover, B&T lnv. Income, Oth. $77.4 $69.8 $77.3 $89.6 $113.0 $116.8 $90.9 $98.5 $111.9 $151.3 
From Interest Income $16.9 $5.6 $11.1 $17.1 $24.4 $33.7 $43.4 $49.8 $56.9 $63.4 
From Financing Program 

Rev.wflue Bond Proceeds $1,412.7 $1,426.8 $1,586.9 $1,874.2 $2,390.9 $2,481.7 $1,905.2 $2,161.3 $2,456.7 $3,322.9 
TOTAL SOURCES OF CASH $7,628.1 $7,950.8 $8,587.9 $9,295.7 $10,352.3 $10,866.7 $10,450.9 $11,121.9 $11,902.2 $13,550.6 

!.!.SE.S QF C.~SI:t 
Operating Costs 

New York City Transit $3,563.4 $3,461.3 $3,609.1 $3,716.9 $3,812.6 $3,949.1 $4,059.3 $4,172.5 $4,288.9 $4,408.6 
MTA Commuter Railroads and Headquarters $1,564.4 $1,697.1 $1,759.0 $1,806.1 $1,861.1 $1,917.1 $1,976.1 $2,038.0 $2,102.2 $2,169.0 
East Side Access $0.0 $0.0. $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 

MTA Capital Program 
New York City Transit $1,475.9 $1,331.2 $1,529.2 $1,828.7 $2,069.8 $1,961.2 $1,667.3 $1,889.4 $2,238.6 $2,595.6 
MTA Commuter Railroads and Headquarters $594.7 $536.2 $538.7 $569.5 $954.5 $1,165.2 $766.6 $747.8 $757.2 $1,455.6 

East Side Access Constroction 
Right-of-Way $0.0 $0.0 $60.0 $60.0 $60.0 $67.0 $17.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 
Construction/Accuisition $60.9 $81.7 $113.6 $168.5 $231.2 $253.9 $319.2 $452.7 $380.6 $<180.2 
Vehicles $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $111.6 $112.0 

Financing Costs 
Debt Service on Outstanding Bonds $478.7 $520.8 $526.2 $532.9 $532.5 $532.8 $532.2 $532.0 $531.3 $:.31.7 
Debt Service on New Bonds 

Principal $18.2 $37.0 $58.9 $85.8 $120.7 $158.8 $192.2 $231.2 $276.3 $335.8 

Interest $83.3 $169.3 $263.9 $374.7 $515.3 $659.4 $766.0 $884.0 $1,017.4 $1,196.7 

Debt Issuance $11.3 $11.4 $12.7 $15.0 $19.1 $19.9 $15.2 $17.3 $19.7 $26.6 

Debt Service Reserve Fund 101.5 104.8 116.5 137.6 175.6 182.2 139.9 157.0 178.5 238.8 
TOTAL USES OF CASH $7,952,4 $7,950.8 $8,587.9 $9,295.7 $10,352,3 $10,866.7 $10,450.9 $11,121.9 $11,902.2 $13,550.6 

NET CASH FLOW ($324.3) ($0.0) ($0.0) $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 ($0.0) ($0.0) ($0.0) 

Beginning Cash Balance $324.3 $0.0 $0.0 ($0.0) $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 ($0.0) ($0.0) 

Additions (Deletions) to Cash ($324.3) ($0.0) ($0.0) $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 ($0.0) ($0.0) ($0.0) 

Ending Cash Balance 
----

$00 L .. 
$0.0 ~) _$0~ - $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 ($0.0) ($0.0) ,:so.o) 

FINANCIAL RATIOS 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Debt Service Coverage Ratio 8.55 7.56 6.81 6.12 5.42 4.90 4.66 4.40 4.15 3.83 

Operating Ratio without Debt Service 55.9% 56.6% 54.7% 53.8% 53.0% 52.0% 52.4% 52.8% 53.3% 53.8% 

Operating Ratio With Debt Service ___ ·- 50.2% 49.6% 47.2% 45.6% 44.0% 42.2% 42.0% 41.8% 41.5% 40.9% 
---

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

$2,479.1 $2,574.9 $2,667.2 $2,740.3 $2,838.5 $2,940.3 
$206.8 $209.1 $211.4 $213.7 $216.1 $218.4 
$896.1 $936.4 $971.9 $1,058.0 $1,098.3 $1,140.1 

$94.2 $96.9 $99.7 $102.5 $105.5 $108.5 

$1,978.3 $2,048.7 $2,121.7 $2,197.2 $2,275.4 $2,356.4 
$2,061.8 $2,262.1 $2,396.0 $2,666.4 $2,819.6 $3,013.6 

$242.2 $246.0 $250.0 $254.0 $258.0 $262.2 
$360.7 $369.1 $377.8 $386.6 $395.7 $404.9 

$142.9 $146.9 $151.0 $155.3 $159.6 $164.0 
$298.0 $307.4 $317.1 $327.0 $337.3 $348.0 

$1,385.2 $970.3 $1,059.2 $1,201.8 $1,447.2 $1,437.8 
$303.4 $216.9 $124.1 $3.7 $0.0 $0.0 
$106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 
$163.7 $112.0 $122.8 $140.2 $170.3 $168.9 

$73.6 $84.1 $90.2 $98.3 $107.2 $118.1 

$3,583.6 $2,391.0 $2,503.1 $2,717.1 $3,337.6 $3,304.2 
$14,375.6 $13,077.8 $13,569.0 $14,368.1 $15,672.4 $16,091.4 

$4,531.6 $4,658.0 $4,788.0 $4,921.6 $5,058.9 $5,200.0 
$2,238.4 $2,308.9 $2,381.6 $2,456.6 $2,533.9 $2,613.7 

$0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $157.8 $162.8 $167.9 

$2,509.7 $2,167.8 $2,476.9 $2,990.7 $3,512.1 $3,302.9 
$1,873.0 $829.5 $808.9 $761.4 $1,047.7 $1,217.7 

$0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 
$453.7 $232.4 $55.8 $8.6 $0.0 $0.0 
$161.8 $207.3 $197.7 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 

$531.1 $524.7 $524.2 $525.4 $524.5 $524.4 

$402.2 $457.7 $518.0 $584.6 $663.3 $746.2 
$1,387.8 $1,502.3 $1,620.0 $1,746.5 $1,905.1 $2,057.2 

$28.7 $19.1 $20.0 $21.7 $26.7 $26.4 
257.6 170.0 178.0 193.2 237.3 234.9 

$14,375.6 $13,077.8 $13,569.0 $14,368.1 $15,672.4 $16,091,4 

($0.0) $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 ($0.0) 
($0.0) ($0.0) ($0.0) ($0.0) ($0.0) $0.0 
($0.0) $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 ($0.0) 
($0.0) ($0.0) _1§00) ($0.0) $0.0 $0.0 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
3.58 3.52 3.42 3.37 3.24 3.14 

54.3% 54.8% 55.1% 54.6% 54.9% 55.2% 
40.4% 40.4% 40.2% 39.6% 39.3% 39.0% 

Table 22-11 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Sources and Uses of Funds Analysis 

1999-2020 
(Millions of Year-of-Expenditure Dollars) 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 

$3,045.7 $3,154.9 $3,268.1 $3,385.2 $3,506.6 $3,632.4 $57,291.0 
$220.8 $223.3 $225.7 $228.2 $230.7 $233.2 $4,558.7 

$1,183.5 $1,228.6 $1,275.4 $1,323.9 $1,374.4 $1,426.7 $21,270.6 
$111.7 $114.9 $118.2 $121.6 $125.1 $128.7 $2,123.8 

$2,440.3 $2,527.2 $2,617.2 $2,710.3 $2,806.8 $2,906.8 $45,909.4 
$3,201.6 $3,292.7 $3,295.2 $3,308.6 $3,425.4 $3,519.8 $46,672.8 

$266.4 $270.6 $275.0 $279.4 $283.8 $288.4 $5,434.4 
$414.4 $424.1 $434.0 $444.2 $454.6 $465.2 $8,161.8 

$3.077.1 1 
$168.6 $173.3 $178.2 $183.1 $188.2 $193.5 
$358.9 $370.2 $381.9 $393.9 $406.3 $419.1 $6,785.3 

$971.0 $1,010.6 $1,063.4 $1,173.9 $1,219.6 $1,260.9 $22,436.7 
$0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $2,173.6 

$106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $106.0 $2,332.0 
$110.6 $115.3 $121.5 $134.9 $140.2 $145.0 $2,641.8 
$129.0 $135.8 $142.9 $150.5 $155.5 $164.1 $1,771.5 

$2,087.7 $2,180.7 $2,307.6 $2,583.3 $2,691.5 $2,787.4 $53,494.0' 
$14,816.2 $15,328.1 $15,810.0 $16,527.0 $17,114.7 $17,677.1 $286,134.3 i 

$5,345.1 $5,494.3 $5,647.5 $5,805.1 $5,967.1 $6,133.6 $102,592.6 
$2,695.9 $2,780.8 $2,868.4 $2,958.7 $3,051.8 $3,147.9 $50,926.7 

$173.2 $178.6 $184.3 $190.1 $196.1 $202.2 $1,613.0 

$2,145.6 $2,260.5 $2,417.6 $2,577.8 $2,595.9 $2,764.3 $50,308.9 
$816.1 $824.5 $834.2 $1,032.3 $1,157.1 $1,116.3 $20,404.7 

$0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $264.0 
$0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $3,292.9 
$0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $790.4 

$523.3 $510.0 $404.6 $304.1 $287.9 $248.2 $10,683.3 

$818.1 $895.3 $978.9 $1,070.9 $1,169.8 $1,275.8 $11,095.6 
$2,133.8 $2,211.5 $2,292.1 $2,383.7 $2,476.2 $2,568.4 $30,214.5 

$16.7 $17.4 $18.5 $20.7 $21.5 $22.3 $428.0 
148.4 155.1 164.1 183.7 191.4 198.2 $3,844.2 

$14,816.2 $15,328.1 $15,810.0 $16,527.0 $17,114.7 $17,677.1 $286,458.6 

($0.0) $0.0 ($0.0) ($0.0) $0.0 $0.0 ($324.3) 
$0.0 ($0.0) $0.0 ($0.0) ($0.0) ($0.0) 

($0.0) $0.0 ($0.0) ($0.0) $0.0 $0.0 
($0.0) $0.0 ($0.0) ($0.0) ($0.0) ($0.0) 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 20201 
3.13 3.11 3.13 3.14 3.10 3.08 

55.5% 55.9% 56.2% 56.5% 56.8% 57.2% 
39.0% _39.1% -- 39.5%,_ 39.8% 39.8% 39.9%. 



Chapter 23: Process and Public Participation 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The development of any mass transportation improvement using federal aid must comply with 
project development procedures and other policy guidance established by federal legislation and 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) implementing regulations. This chapter presents a sum
mary of the planning and decision-making that has been performed to date on the East Side 
Access Project. In addition, the extensive public outreach program that was initiated during the 
Major Investment Study (MIS) for the Long Island Transportation Corridor, and expanded on 
during the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), is described, as is the ex
tensive coordination that has occurred with various involved local, state, regional, and federal 
agencies. Finally, the chapter lists the various permits and approvals required from federal and 
state agencies to construct and operate the East Side Access Project. 

B. PROCESS AND DECISION-MAKING TO DATE 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) is prepared in accordance with the regula
tions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). NEPA requires federal agen
cies to evaluate the environmental consequences of proposed actions and their alternatives, to 
identify measures to mitigate any significant adverse impacts, and to conduct the entire process 
in coordination with other agencies and the public. In compliance with the requirements of 
NEP A, the FTA cannot approve or fund the East Side Access Project's construction until the en
vironmental review process is complete. 

The analysis of the East Side Access Project's environmental effects began in 1995, concurrent 
with the preparation of the MIS. The Notice of Intent was published and the public scoping pro
cess was performed. Three public scoping meetings were held in July 1995 to satisfy NEP Are
quirements for the MIS/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) process. The MIS was 
conducted pursuant to the transportation planning procedures established under the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). That statute required the preparation 
of an MIS in connection with an application for federal funding of capital projects for mass 
transportation systems. The MIS was prepared to evaluate the effectiveness of a wide range of 
alternative investments or strategies to attain the transportation goals for the Long Island Trans
portation Corridor that are presented in Chapter 1, "Project Purpose and Need." The alternative 
development and evaluation process and results are summarized in Chapter 2, "Project 
Alternatives." 

As a result of the MIS process, the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) 
selected a locally preferred alternative on June 25, 1998 (Resolution No. 94A). Conceptual engi
neering was then undertaken for the locally preferred alternative, i.e., the Preferred Alternative 
evaluated in this EIS that would provide LIRR service through Sunnyside to GCT via the lower 
level of the 63rd Street Tunnel. As part of the engineering effort, engineering options were de
veloped for the Preferred Alternative and are evaluated in this document. In accordance with 
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NEPA, this EIS also evaluates the environmental consequences of the No Action Alternative 
and a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative. 

The project has included an extensive public outreach program, initiated during the MIS phase 
and continuing throughout the DEIS and F£15 phases. As detailed below in section C, this has 
included dozens of meetings with community boards, the public, local and regional organiza
tions, a project Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizens' Advisory Committee 
(CAC), and interested governmental agencies. 

Public review of the 0£15 began on May 17, 2000, when it was published and distributed. 
Notice of the availability of the 0£/S and the date of the public hearing was published in 
the Federal Register on May 26, 2000. The 0£/S was circulated to involved and interested 
agencies and other interested parties, including elected officials and community groups 
in areas affected by the project. Copies were made available at a wide range of viewing 
locations throughout the project area. In addition, postcards indicating that the 0£15 was 
available and thQ.t the public hearing would be held were circulated to some 5,000 busi
nesses and housf;!holds along or within the vicinity of the proposed tunnels in Manhattan. 
The Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A) held a public hearing on june 15, 2000 
at 347 Madison Avenue, fifth floor boardroom. The public comment period was held 
open until july i 72, 2000, and comments were also accepted after the close of the 
comment perioq through December 1, 2000. To advertise the public hearing, MT A pub
lished notices irt newspapers of general circulation as well as community and minority 
newspapers thr ughout the area. These included Newsday, The Journal News, Connecti
cut Post Yanke Trader The Queens Chronicle, The Amsterdam News, and £1 Oiario-La 
Prensa. MTA a/ o posted advertisements for the hearing in MT A commuter railroad sta
tions and perfortp7ed seat drops with notice of the hearing on both LIRR and Metro-North 
commuter train . 

This FEIS for the roposed action was prepared after receipt and evaluation of comments on the 
DEIS. The FEIS 'dentifies the comments received and provides responses in a new chapter, 
Chapter 28, 11C ments and Responses." A Record of Decision (ROD) will be prepared by 
FTA after its revi w of the FEIS, stating their determination on project funding and implementa
tion. Consistent ith NEPA requirements, the ROD will be prepared no earlier than 30 days 
after publication fa Notice of Availability of the FEIS in the Federal Register. 

C. PUBLIC ND AGENCY PARTICIPATION PROGRAM 

The East Side Ac ess Project has the potential to affect a diverse set of stakeholders, including 
LIRR commuters who live on Long Island and work in Manhattan, residents and employees who 
live and work ne r the project route in Manhattan and Queens, commuters in Connecticut and 
the northern sub rbs ofNew York who take Metro-North Railroad to Grand Central Terminal 
(GCT), and Amtr k and New Jersey Transit (NJ Transit) passengers who travel into and out of 
Penn Station. As such, the public participation initiative for this project includes a variety of 
outreach tools, co bining formal elements such as public meetings, community board presenta
tions, and adviso committee meetings with informal components like fact sheets, seat drops, 
and one-on-one eetings. Meetings continue to be held throughout the study area in New York 
City (Manhattan, Brooklyn, and Queens), Nassau and Suffolk Counties, and the Metro-North 
service area in th northern suburbs of New York and Connecticut. 
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This public participation effort is being performed in compliance with the guidelines ofiSTEA, 
the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21 ), the National Environmen
tal Policy Act of 1969 (NEP A), Executive Order 12898 ("Federal Actions to Address Environ
mental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations"), and other public out
reach guidelines, including those of the NYMTC. In accordance with federal guidelines, this 
public outreach program included early, proactive, ongoing, and customized outreach and 
participation. 

The primary goal of the public outreach program is to create a public forum for the exchange 
and discussion of information among the project team, concerned citizens, and federal, state, 
and local agencies. The program has encouraged dialogue between all interested parties, be
ginning early in the planning process and continuing throughout the EIS process. In addition to 
meeting NEP A requirements, the public outreach program is intended to set the stage for con
tinued and extensive public and agency involvement as the project moves into later phases of de
sign and construction. 

A Comprehensive Communications and Coordination Plan (CCCP) was developed to guide the 
project's public participation program (see Appendix H). The components of the plan include 
presentations and meetings for interested parties, presentations and question and answer ses
sions at community board meetings in New York City, general information meetings for the 
public, presentations and meetings with transit organizations, technical and citizens advisory 
committee meetings, meetings with relevant regulatory and environmental agencies, public 
hearings on the DEIS, and printed materials (fact sheets, brochures, etc.). 

The public and agency outreach program includes many different components. Elements 
include: 

• Coordination with affected community boards; 

• Public information meetings advertised via local newspapers, seat drops on MNR and LIRR, 
and a 300-person project mailing; 

• Small group meetings and presentations to interested organizations; 

• Regular meetings of a 55-member T AC; 

• Regular meetings of a 200-person CAC; 

• Targeted outreach to those who live in the immediate project area in Manhattan and Queens, 
which includes a 5,000-person mailing list; and 

• Hundreds of ongoing working meetings with affected operating agencies such as Amtrak, 
MNR, and NYCT. 

The program has been aimed at major planning boards, government organizations (federal, 
state, and local), elected officials, and transportation and environmental groups throughout New 
York City; Long Island; Westchester, Putnam, and Dutchess Counties; and New Jersey. A 
listing of the public meetings held to date is provided below, along with a description of the dif
ferent components of the outreach program. 

During the public comment period on the OE/5, more than 300 comments were received 
from residents and elected officials of municipalities in Nassau and Suffolk Counties, par
ticularly Greenlawn, Babylon, and Riverhead, with respect to the analyses of new night
time storage yards on Long Island that would be required to accommodate the Long 
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Island Rail Road's expanded fleet. These comments were in opposition to selection of 
yard sites in Greenlawn (Hazeltine), Babylon, and Riverhead. Many commenters also re
quested greater public review and involvement in the site selection process for new 
storage yards. Some commenters requested additional time for public comment on the 
DE/5. In response to this request, all comments received through December 1, 2000 were 
included in the FE/5 (see Chapter 28). The text in the FE/5 has been clarified with respect 
to the yard sites. This is discussed in detail in Chapter 2, '' Project Alternatives." 

Other comments received were generally supportive of the East Side Access Project, 
particularly with Option 2 of the Manhattan alignment. 

COMMUNITY BOARD COORDINATION 

The New York City community boards in the project area have provided the project team with 
valuable input on key environmental concerns. Presentations have been held with the transporta
tion committees and full boards to review both the environmental studies conducted and the con
ceptual design for the project, and to generate support for the project. Table 23-1 lists the com
munity board presentations made from completion of the MIS through publication of the F£15. 
Presentations will continue through the duration of the project. 

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETINGS 

General public information meetings are held at project milestones, to update the public on 
project progress. In advance of meetings, notices are sent to all persons and agencies on the 
project mailing lists, advertisements are placed in local and regional newspapers, posters are 
placed in Metro-North Railroad and LIRR stations, and seat drops are made in trains. 

During the past year, two sets of these general meetings have been held in Manhattan, Queens, 
and Nassau and Suffolk Counties. One set of meetings was held in Westchester County and 
Connecticut. Table 23-2 lists the public information meetings. These meetings will continue 
throughout the EIS process. 

SMALL GROUP MEETINGS AND PRESENTATIONS 

The public outreach effort has built in opportunities to provide information and respond to con
cerns or comments expressed by local and regional organizations, through individually tailored, 
small group presentations. These presentations will continue throughout the EIS process and 
into final design and construction. Table 23-3 lists the presentations made through the publica
tion of the FE/5. 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) 

The TAC includes 55 members, consisting of representatives of federal, state, and local trans
portation, environmental, and planning agencies; municipal officials; and the local metropolitan 
planning organization. T AC members serve as the technical review group for the environmental 
studies as well as liaisons to their respective organizations, sharing updates and pertinent 
information. Meetings have been held on a continuing basis throughout the project, beginning 
at the start of the project's MIS phase, with regular involvement by most T AC members. Many 
T AC members have also participated in other meetings, such as the regulatory agency group 
(discussed below), or met individually with the project team to discuss specific technical issues. 
Table 23-4lists the TAC meetings held prior to the FE IS publication. Additional meetings will 
be held through the duration of the project. 
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Date Organization 

4/7/99 Queens Community Board 2 Full Board 
4/12/99 Queens Community Board 7, Public Hearino 
4/27/99 Brooklyn Community Board 8, Transportation 

Committee 
5/3/99 Queens Community Board 11 Full Board 
5/4/99 Queens Community Board 4 Full Board 

5/13/99 Manhattan Community Board 5 Full Board 
6/2/99 Manhattan Community Board 5, Transportation 

Committee 
7/21/99 Manhattan Communitv Board 8 Full Board 
9/13/99 Manhattan Community Board 6, Transportation 

Committee 
9/14/99 Manhattan Community Board 4, Transportation 

Committee 

Chapter 23: Process and Public Participation 

Table 23-1 

Community Board Presentations 
Discussion Topic 

Project overview and status; upcoming activities 
Project overview and status; upcomino activities 
Project overview and status; upcoming activities 

Project overview and status; upcoming activities 
Project overview and status; upcoming activities 
Project overview and status; upcoming activities 
Project overview and status; upcoming activities 

Project overview and status; upcomino activities 
Project overview and status; upcoming activities 

Project overview and status; upcoming activities 

10/13/99 Manhattan Community Board 6 Full Board Project status; service to be provided 
11/1/99 Manhattan Community Board 6, Transportation Project status; upcoming activities, ridership forecasts 

Committee 
2/2/00 Manhattan Community Board 5, Transportation Options 1 and 2; LIRR passenger areas in GCT 

Committee 
2/7/00 Manhattan Community Board 6, Transportation Options 1 and 2; LIRR passenger areas in GCT 

Committee 
2/8/00 Queens Community Board 2, Transportation Project update; activity in Sunnyside Yard and sur-

Committee roundino area; proposed Sunnvside station 
2/15/00 Manhattan Community Board 8, Transportation Options 1 and 2 

Committee 
2/16/00 Manhattan Community Board 4, Transportation Project update; Options 1 and 2 

Committee 
2/28/00 Queens Community Board 1, Transportation Project update; activity in Sunnyside Yard and sur-

Committee roundino area; proposed Sunnyside station 
2/29/00 Queens Community Board 5, Transportation Project update; activity in Sunnyside Yard and sur-

Committee rounding area; activity at New York & Atlantic freight 
vards; proposed Sunnyside station 

6/13/00 Queens Community Board 2 DE/5 briefing 

Note: Does not include 10 community board presentations held during the MIS phase. 

Date Location 

5/18/99 Manhattan 

5/19/99 Queens 

5/25/99 Nassau County 

6/7/99 Connecticut 

6/8/99 Suffolk County 
6/14/99 Westchester County 

11/3/99 Manhattan 

11/9/99 Nassau County_ 

11/10/99 Suffolk County 

11/17/99 Queens 

3/7/00 Manhattan 

Project status 

Project status 

Project status 

Project status 

Project status 

Project status 

Table 23-2 

Public Information Meetings 
Discussion Topic 

environmental studies 

environmental studies 

environmental studies 

environmental studies 

environmental studies 

environmental studies 

Tunnel alignments GCT entrances 

Tunnel alignments GCT entrances 

Tunnel alignments GCT entrances 

Tunnel alignments, GCT entrances 

Project update, Manhattan and Queens activities 

Note: Does not include seven public information meetings held during the MIS phase. 
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Date 

2/4/99 
2/9/99 
3/2/99 

4/22/99 
5/13/99 
5/26/99 
10/5/99 

2/15/00 

2/15/00 

3/30/00 

4/70/00 

4/77/00 

5/70/00 

5/77/00 

7 7/28/00 

72/79/00 

Table 23-3 

Small Group Meetings and Presentations 

Organization Discussion Topic 

Metropolitan Railroad Club Project overview and status 
American Society of Civil EnQineers Project overview and status 
Permanent Citizens Advisory Committee to the MT A Project overview and status 
Society of Professional Engineers Project overview and status 
Women's Transportation Seminar Greater NY Chapter Project overview and status 
ASCE Panel Discussion on Tunneling Tunneling 
New York University, Wagner Graduate School of Public Project overview and status 
Policy 
Connecticut Metro-North New Haven Commuter Council Project update and Grand 

Central Terminal activity 
Connecticut Metro-North New Haven Commuter Council Project update and Grand 

Central Terminal activity 
NYC Building Congress Project briefing 

American Public Transit Association (APTA) Project briefing 

American Planning Association Project briefing 

Commercial Real Estate Women Project briefing 

Women's Transoortation Seminar Proiect talk and tour 

Association of the Bar of the City of New York- Transpor- Project briefing 
tation Committee 

American Society of Professional Estimators - New jersey Project briefing 
Chapter 

Note: Does not include approximately 35 small group meetings, presentations, or tours held 
during the MIS phase. 

Table 23-4 
Technical Advisory Committee Meetings 

Date Discussion Topic 

1/28199 Project overview Draft EIS work plan CCCP 

4/14/99 Project status environmental studies update 
6129199 Project status tunneling_ techniques 
10/14/99 Alignment alternatives, Grand Central Terminal 

entrances and exits 
12/15/99 Options 1 and 2, LIRR passenger areas in GCT, 

noise and vibration, traffic and transportation 

Note: Does not include the 12 TAC meetings held during 
the MIS Phase. 

CITIZENS' ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CAC) 

A CAC was established to obtain a broad base of community input, formalized via regular 
meetings. The CAC includes approximately 200 members from affected community boards; 
representatives of environmental, civic, public interest, and transportation advocacy groups; 
members of business, labor, real estate, and economic development organizations; staff from or
ganizations representing underserved populations and persons with specialized transportation 
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needs; and other interested parties. The CAC was established by drawing on members of the 
CAC set up for the MIS phase of East Side Access, supplemented by additional interested par
ties. The CAC served as both a sounding board for the review of project issues and as the pri
mary liaison between organizations interested in the project and the project team. Table 23-5 de
tails the CAC meetings held through the publication of the FE/5. Additional meetings will be 
held throughout the duration of the project. 

Table 23-5 

Citizens' Advisory Committee Meetings 

Date Discussion Topic 

2/4/99 Project overview Draft EIS work plan CCCP 

4/21/99 Project status environmental studies update 

6/30/99 Project status tunnelino techniques 

10/26/99 Alignment alternatives, Grand Central 
Terminal entrances and exits 

Note: Does not include the 12 CAC meetings and 
tours held during the MIS phase. 

TARGETED OUTREACH 

Because of the specific construction concerns along the proposed Manhattan and Queens tunnel 

alignments, the MTA/LIRR East Side Access project team has held a series of meetings to com
municate with residents, workers, and building owners in this area. 

These meetings allowed the project team to address the concerns of each group of stakeholders 
(commercial and residential building owners, commercial and residential building managers, 
commercial tenants, residential tenants, homeowners) with information tailored to their specific 
concerns. Each meeting included an overview of the project and the environmental studies being 
conducted, and also focused on the potential construction and operational impacts within spe
cific geographic areas along the alignment. Table 23-6 lists the meetings held or scheduled to 
date. 

RAIL AND TRANSIT COORDINATION 

Coordination efforts with the affected operating agencies have focused on reviewing methodolo
gies for environmental and engineering studies, providing updates on the environmental analy
ses and design, and developing consensus on ways to minimize adverse impacts to rail and tran
sit operations. Efforts have included establishing Rail and Transit Working Committees and a 
Public Agency Task Force, and Technical Working Group meetings to resolve technical issues 
and formally adopt plan elements. A full list of the meetings held to date is provided in the 
appendix. 
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Meeting Date Group 

November 3 1999 521 Park Avenue Co-op Board 
November 17 1999 525 Park Avenue Co-op Board 
December 15 1999 Racquet & Tennis Club 
December29 1999 410 Park Avenue 
December20 1999 4 7 East 44th Street 
January 27 2000 The Yale Club 
February 1 2000 Lever House 
February 1 2000 400 Park Avenue 
March 14 2000 The Waldorf Astoria 
March 2, 2000 Residents near Manhattan Alignment 

March 6 2000 General Motors Facility, Queens 

Table 23-6 
Targeted Outreach 

Topic 

Project Impacts 
Project Impacts 
Project Impacts 
Project Impacts 
BuildinQ Acquisition 
Project Impacts 
Project Impacts 
Project Impacts 
Project Impacts 
Project Impacts 

Tempore~ry Acquisition 
March 7, 2000 Businesses near Manhattan Alif{nment Project Impacts 

March 9, 2000 Residents near Manhattan Alif{nment Project Impacts 

March 27, 2000 Congressman Crowley Project Briefing 

April 13, 2000 Newcomers High School Construction Impacts 
and Mitif{ation 

April 19, 2000 245 Park Avenue Owner Project Impacts 

May 19,2000 245 Park Avenue Owner Project Impacts 

May 24,2000 335 Madison Avenue Owner Project Impacts 

May 31, 2000 280 Park Avenue Owner Project Impacts 

june 7, 2000 347 Madison Avenue Project Impacts 

To be scheduled Saint Bartholomew's Church Project Impacts 
To be scheduled 3856-3864 43rd Street Project Impacts 
To be scheduled 39-15-29-35 Skillman Avenue Project Impacts 

RAIL AND TRANSIT WORKING COMMITTEES 

Rail and Transit Working Committees were formed with each of the following agencies: 

• LIRR 
• Metro-North Railroad 
• New York City Transit 
• Amtrak 
• NJ Transit 
• New York & Atlantic Railway 

Through these working committees, a network of liaisons between project team members and 
technically knowledgeable agency personnel was established. Meetings on technical issues and 
site visits have been held on an as-needed basis, arranged through the project/agency liaisons. 
The Working Committees also meet each month to evaluate conceptual design, resolve issues 
and review progress made on the project. Technical Working Groups were also formed tore
solve technical issues and formally adopt plan elements. These groups meet regularly and are 
made up of experts from engineering, signals and communications, operations, and planning de
partments from each of the railroads. 
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PUBLIC AFFAIRS TASK FORCE 

A Public Affairs TaskForce (P ATF) was created to include representatives from affected rail 
and transit agencies. The PATF has served as a resource for review of public outreach materials, 
coordination of meeting dates, and distribution of meeting notices (posters and seat drops). 
Members of the PATF include representatives from the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 
Metro-North Railroad, Long Island Rail Road, New York City Transit, NJ Transit, and Amtrak. 
Meetings have been held throughout the course of the environmental review phase. 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL AND REGULATORY AGENCIES 

Environmental and other regulatory agencies met in January 1999 to review the scope of the 
studies prepared for this EIS. Meetings were held with the New York City Department of Trans
portation to coordinate the proposed bridge reconstruction projects at Queens Boulevard and 
Honeywell Street. Meetings with the Queens Office of the New York City Department of City 
Planning were held to review plans for the new Sunnyside station. These meetings focused on 
the station's role in encouraging business growth in the Long Island City area in conjunction 
with commercial development as part of rezoning initiatives in the area. The project team has 
also coordinated extensively with staff at the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC). NYSDEC has accompanied project team members on site visits to the 
areas of proposed construction activities and will continue to be consulted frequently on various 
environmental aspects of the project. The project has also been involved in ongoing coordina
tion with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) at the New York State Office ofParks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation. SHPO has concurred with the methodologies that were 
followed for the historic and archaeological resource assessments, and has reviewed and com
mented on the results of those studies. 

Public and agency outreach activities are scheduled throughout the EIS and design phase of the 
project. Emphasis will continue to be placed on creating dynamic open forums for the discussion 
of issues and exchange of information about the project. 

E. PERMITS AND REGULATORY APPROVALS 

The environmental permits and regulatory approvals required to construct and operate the East 
Side Access Project are described below. The list below focuses on federal and state require
ments, since the Public Authorities Law Section 1266(8) exempts MTA from local permit re
quirements. 

FEDERAL 

• Determination of conformity with the State Implementation Plan under the Clean Air Act 
Air Quality Conformity regulations (40 CFR Part 93). 

• Determination of consistency with approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan for any 
work affecting the coastal zone. The Preferred Alternative's project sites in the coastal 
zone include Blissville, Maspeth, and Highbridge Yards. 

• Completion of National Historic Preservation Act consultation process in connection with 
the effect of the project on historic resources. 
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• Issuance of a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit from the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) if the project will entail dredging or filling of wetlands. This 
type of work could occur at High bridge Yard. 

• Approvals from ACOE under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act for work in naviga
ble waters, if any. Certain ACOE Nationwide Permits may cover this work. This type of 
work could occur at Highbridge Yard. 

• Submission of a "notice of asbestos project" to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) for asbestos removal from Grand Central Terminal, and any other location where as
bestos is to be removed in excess of the specified amount (40 CFR § 61.140 et seq.). 

STATE 

• MT A/LIRR Board approvals for any significant contracts or agreements. 

• NYSDEC approvals and/or permits for activities relating to the remediation of oil or haz
ardous substances. Compliance with the New York State Navigation Law (spill reporting 
and other requirements) may also be required if oil contamination is discovered 
during construction of the project. 

• NYSDEC approval to construct in Sunnyside Yard, a Class II Inactive Hazardous 
Waste disposal site. 

• Demonstration that work performed in floodplains meets necessary criteria mandated by 
state law (6 NYCRR § 502). Work in floodplains would occur at Harold Interlocking, 
Yard A/Arch Street Yard, Blissville Yard, and Highbridge Yard. 

• State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) permits from NYSDEC permit for 
stormwater discharges of industrial activity for the new maintenance and cleaning fa
cilities at Highbridge Yard, Yard A/Arch Street Yard, and Fresh Pond Yard (ECL § 
17-0808). 

• SPDES Permit from NYSDEC for construction activities to minimize storm water runoff 
effects at all surface construction sites (ECL § 17-0801 et seq.). 

• NYSDEC dewatering permit for operation of well to withdraw water (6 NYCRR § 602). 

• Consistency determination from New York State Department of State based upon consis
tency with Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan regarding Coastal Management Plan (to be 
transmitted by the State to theFT A). 

• Notice of asbestos project to New York State Department of Labor (NYSDOL) prior to the 
removal of asbestos. 

• Issuance of Findings and Determinations pursuant to New York Eminent Domain Law, after 
requisite notice and public hearings. 

• Registration of petroleum storage tanks (6 NYCRR § 612), if any, and chemical storage 
tanks registration (6 NYCRR § 596.2), with NYSDEC for those required by the cleaning 
and maintenance facilities in High bridge, Yard AI Arch Street, and Fresh Pond Yard. 

• Water Quality Certification from NYSDEC in conjunction with issuance of ACOE Nation
wide Permits, if any. 
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F. FTA AND MTA CONTACTS 

For further information regarding this document, contact: 

Mr. Anthony G. Carr Mr. Anthony Japha 
Deputy Regional Administrator Chief Program Executive 
Federal Transit Administration, Region II MT A/LIRR East Side Access 
One Bowling Green, Room 429 469 Seventh A venue 
New York, NY 10004 New York, NY 10018 
(212) 668-2175 (212) 967-0118 
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The EIS was widely distributed and available for review at close to 100 libraries, community 
boards, or other locations. Copies of the document or Executive Summary or a notification 
of availability of the EIS were also distributed to a 6,000-person mailing list, including those 
listed below. 

A. LIST OF NOTIFIED PARTIES 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Federal Energy Regulation Commission 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
U.S. Department of Energy 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
U.S. Department of Interior 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
U.S. Department ofTransportation 

Federal Highway Administration 
Office of the Secretary of Transportation 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Environmental Planning Region 2 
NEP A Compliance Division 
Strategic Planning Region 2 

NEW YORK STATE AGENCIES 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Commissioner 
Division of Environmental Permitting 
General Counsel 
Natural Heritage Program, Wildlife Resource Center 
Permit Administrator Region 2 
Regional Director Region 2 

New York State Department of Law 
New York State Department of State 

Division of Coastal Resources and Waterfront Revitalization 
New York State Department of Transportation 
New York State Division of the Budget 
New York State Empire State Development Corporation 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
State ofNewYork, Office ofthe Governor 
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COUNTY DEPARTMENTS 

Dutchess County 
Planning and Development 
County Executive 

Nassau County 
Planning Department 
County Executive 

Orange County 
Planning Department 
County Executive 

Putnam County 
Planning Department 
County Executive 

Rockland County 
Planning Department 
County Executive 

Suffolk County 
Planning Department 
County Executive 

Westchester County 
Planning Department 
County Executive 

CITY/LOCAL AGENCIES 

Mayor's Office 
Community Assistance Unit 
Office of Construction 
Office of Environmental Coordination 
Office of Transportation 

New York City Board of Education 
New York City Corporation Council 
New York City Council, Land Use Division 
New York City Department of Buildings 
New York City Department of Business Services 
New York City Department of City Planning 

Bronx Office 
Manhattan Office 
Queens Office 
Transportation Department 
Waterfront and Open Space Division 

New York City Department of Citywide Administrative Services 
New York City Department of Design and Construction 
New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
New York City Department of Health 
New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development 
New York City Department of Parks and Recreation 
New York City Department of Sanitation 

25-2 



New York City Department of Transportation 
New York City Economic Development Corporation 
New York City Fire Department 
New York City Health and Hospitals Corporation 
New York City Housing Authority 
New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 
New York City Office of Management andBudget 
New York City Police Department 

Town of Babylon 
Town of Brookhaven, Planning Division 
Town of Oyster Bay 
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Town of Smithtown, Department of Environment and Waterways 

TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES 

MTA 
MT A Bridges and Tunnels 
MT A Long Island Bus 
MT A Long Island Rail Road 
MTA Metro-North Railroad 
MTA New York City Transit 
MTA Long Range Planning Framework Studies 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) 
New Jersey Transit 
New York Metropolitan Transportation Council 
Port Authority ofNew York & New Jersey 

UTILITY COMPANIES AND MAJOR INSTITUTIONS 

Bell Atlantic 
Con Edison of New York 
Newcomers High School, Queens 
New York Power Authority 

ELECTED OFFICIALS 

U.S. Senator Daniel P. Moynihan/Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senator Charles Schumer 
U.S. Representative Gary Ackerman (District 5) 
U.S. Representative Joseph Crowley (District 7) 
U.S. Representative Carolyn B. Maloney (District 14) 
U.S. Representative Rick Lazio/Steve Israel (District 2) 
U.S. Representative Peter King (District 3) 
U.S. Representative Carolyn McCarthy (Hempstead) (District 4) 
U.S. Representative Jose E. Serrano (Bronx) (District 16) 
U.S. Representative Eliot L. Engel (Bronx) (District 17) 
U.S. Representative Nita M. Lowey (White Plains) (District 18) 
U.S. Representative Sue W. Kelly (Mt. Kisco) (District 19) 
U.S. Representative Benjamin A. Gilman (Middletown) (District 20) 
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Governor George Pataki 
Honorable H. Carl McCall, Comptroller 
Honorable Eliot Spitzer, Attorney General 

State Senator Christopher J. Dodd (CT) 
State Senator Joseph J. Lieberman (CT) 
State Senator Kenneth P. LaValle (District 1) 
State Senator james]. Lack (District 2) 
State Senator Caesar Trunzo (District 3) 
State Senator Owen H. johnson (District 4) 
State Senator Carl Marcellino (District 5) 
State Senator Kemp}. Hannon (District 6) 
State Senator Michael Balboni (District 7) 
State Senator Charles Fuschil/o, ]r. (District 8) 
State Senator Dean G. Skelos (District 9) 
State Senator Frank Padavan (District 11) 
State Senator Martin Connor (District 25) 
State Senator Roy Goodman (District 26) 
State Senator Thomas K. Duane (District 27) 
State Senator Olga A. Mendez (District 28) 
State Senator David A. Paterson (District 29) 
State Senator Eric T. Schneiderman (District 30) 
State Senator Efrain Gonzalez, Jr. (District 31) 
State Senator David Rosado/ Pedro Espada (District 32) 
State Senator Larry B. Seabrook/Ruth Hassell-Thompson (District 33) 
State Senator Guy J. Velella (District 34) 
State Senator Nicholas A. Spano (District 35) 
State Senator Suzanne Oppenheimer (District 36) 
State Senator Vincent Leibel/ (District 37) 

Assemblymember Patricia Acampora (District 7) 
Assemblymember Fred W. Thiele, Jr. (District 2) 
Assemblymember Patricia Eddington (District 3) 
Assemblymember Steven Engelbright (District 4) 
Assemblymember Steve Levy (District 5) 
Assemblymember Robert C. Wertz (District 6) 
Assemblymember Thomas F. Barraga (District 7) 
Assemblymember Phillip M. Boyle (District 8) 
Assemblymember john]. Flanagan, ]r. (District 9) 
Assemblymember ]ames D. Conte (District 10) 
Assemblymember Robert K. Sweeney (District 11) 
Assemblymember Steven Labriola (District 12) 
Assemblymember David Sidikman (District 13) 
Assemblymember Marc Herbst (District 14) 
Assemblymember Donna Ferrara (District 15) 
Assemblymember Thomas P. DiNapoli (District 16) 
Assemblymember Maureen O'Connell (District 17) 
Assemblymember Earlene Hill Hooper (District 18) 
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Assemblymember Kathleen P. Murray (District 19) 
Assemblymember Harvey Weisenberg (District 20) 
Assemblymember Robert D. Barra (District 21) 
Assemblymember Thomas W. Alfano (District 22) 
Assemblymember Catherine T. Nolan (District 37) 
Assemblymember Sheldon Silver (District 62) 
Assemblymember Steven Sanders (District 63) 
Assemblymember Richard N. Gottfried (District 64) 
Assemblymember Alexander Grannis (District 65) 
Assemblymember Deborah Glick (District 66) 
Assemblymember Scott Stringer (District 67) 
Assemblymember Adam Clayton Powell }r. (District 68) 
Assemblymember Edward C. Sullivan (District 69) 
Assemblymember Keith Wright (District 70) 
Assemblymember Herbert D. Farell, Jr. (District 71) 
Assemblymember Adriano Espaillat (District 72) 
Assemblymember John Ravitz (District 73) 
Assemblymember Carmen E. Arroyo (District 74) 
Assemblymember Ruben Diaz (District 75) 
Assemblymember Peter M. Rivera (District 76) 
Assemblymember Aurelia Greene (District 77) 
Assemblymember Roberto Ramirez!}ose Rivera (District 78) 
Assemblymember Gloria Davis (District 79) 
Assemblymember Jeffrey Klein (District 80) 
Assemblymember Jeffrey Dinowitz (District 81) 
Assemblymember Stephen B. Kaufman (District 82) 
Assemblymember James Gary Pretlow (District 84) 
Assemblymember Ronald Tocci (District 85) 
Assemblymember Richard L. Brodsky (District 86) 
Assemblymember Michael J. Spano (District 87) 
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Assemblymember Audrey G. Hochberg/ Amy R. Paulin (District 88) 
Assemblymember Naomi C. Matusow (District 89) 
Assemblymember Sandra R. Galef (District 90) 
Assemblymember Willis H. Stephens, Jr. (District 91) 
Assemblymember Alexander Gromack (District 92) 
Assemblymember Thomas Kirwan (District 96) 
Assemblymember Joel M. Miller (District 97) 
Assemblymember Jacob E. Gunther III (District 98) 
Assemblymember Patrick R. Manning (District 99) 
Assemblymember David F. Gantt (District 133) 

Mayor Rudolph Giuliani 
Comptroller Alan Hevesi 
Office of the Deputy Mayor for Economic Development, Robert M. Harding 

Bronx Borough President Fernando Ferrer 
Brooklyn Borough President Howard Golden 
Manhattan Borough President C. Virginia Fields 
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Queens Borough President Claire Shulman 
Staten Island Borough President Guy Molinari 
Public Advocate Mark Green 
Councilmember Kathryn Freed (New York City Council, District 1) 
Councilmember Margarita Lopez (New York City Council, District 2) 
Councilmember Eva Moskowitz (New York City Council, District 4) 
Councilmember Christine Quinn (New York City Council, District 3) 
Councilmember Alan Gifford Miller (New York City Council, District 5) 
Councilmember Ronnie Eldridge (New York City Council, District 6) 
Councilmember Stanley E. Michels (New York City Council, District 7) 
Councilmember Philip Reed (New York City Council, District 8) 
Councilmember William Perkins (New York City Council, District 9) 
Councilmember Guillermo Linares (New York City Council, District 10) 
Councilmember June M. Eisland (New York City Council, District 11) 
Councilmember Lawrence A. Warden (New York City Council, District 12) 
Councilmember Madeline Provenzano (New York City Council, District 13) 
Councilmember Adolfo Carrion (New York City Council, District 14) 
Councilmember Jose Rivera (New York City Council, District 15) 
Councilmember Wendell Foster (New York City Council, District 16) 
Councilmember Pedro Espada (New York City Council, District 17) 
Councilmember Lucy Cruz (New York City Council, District 18) 

Lisanne C. Altman, Nassau County Legislator 
Francis X. Becker jr., Nassau County Legislator 
john}. Ciotti, Nassau County Legislator 
Roger H. Corbin, Nassau County Legislator 
David Denenberg, Nassau County Legislator 
Dennis Dunne, Sr., Nassau County Legislator 
Norma Gonsalves, Nassau County Legislator 
judith A. jacobs, Nassau County Legislator 
Craig johnson, Nassau County Legislator 
Edward P. Mangano, Nassau County Legislator 
Brian Muellers, Nassau County Legislator 
Vincent T. Muscarella, Nassau County Legislator 
Richard}. Nicole/la, Nassau County Legislator 
Salvatore B. Pontillo, Nassau County Legislator 
joseph Scannell, Nassau County Legislator 
Peter}. Schmitt Nassau County Legislator 
jeffrey T aback, Nassau County Legislator 
Patrick Williams, Sr., Nassau County Legislator 
Michael G. Zapson, Nassau County Legislator 

Cameron Alden, Suffolk County Legislator 
Allan Binder, Suffolk County Legislator 
David Bishop, Suffolk County Legislator 
joseph T. Caracappa, Suffolk County Legislator 
Angie Carpenter, Suffolk County Legislator 
Han. Michael}. Carracciolo, Suffolk County Legislator 
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jon Cooper, Suffolk County Legislator 
Andrew Crecca, Suffolk County Legislator 
Michael O'Andre, Suffolk County Legislator 
Vivian Fisher, Suffolk County Legislator 
Ginny Fields, Suffolk County Legislator 
Brian Foley, Suffolk County Legislator 
George C. Guidi, Suffolk County Legislator 
Martin W. Haley, Suffolk County Legislator 
Steve Levy, Suffolk County Legislator 
Maxine Postal, Suffolk County Legislator 
Paul}. Tonna, Suffolk County Legislator 
Fred W. Towle }r., Suffolk County Legislator 

Town Supervisor, Southampton 
Town Supervisor, Southold 
Town Supervisor, Long Beach 
Town Supervisor, Medford 
Town Supervisor, Hempstead 
Town Supervisor, East Hampton 
Town Supervisor, Islip 
Town Supervisor, Manhasset 
Town Supervisor, Huntington 
Town Supervisor, North Lindenhurst 
Town Supervisor, Shelter Island 
Town Supervisor/Mayor, Glen Cove 
Town Supervisor, Smithtown 
Town Supervisor, Oyster Bay 
Town Supervisor, Riverhead 
City Manager, Long Beach 
Mayor, Village of Massapequa Park 
Mayor, Village of Lake Success 
Mayor, Sea Cliff 
Mayor, Lawrence 
Mayor, Belle Terre 
Mayor, Northport 
Mayor, Malverne 
Mayor, Mineola 
Mayor, Williston Park 
Mayor, Babylon 
Mayor, Floral Park 
Mayor, Poquott 
Mayor, Islandia 
Mayor, East Rockaway 
Mayor, Roslyn 
Mayor, Hempstead 
Mayor, Quogue 
Mayor, Freeport 
Mayor, Alfred 
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Mayor, Sag Harbor 
Mayor, Lake Grove 
Mayor, Shelter Island Heights 
Mayor, Amityville 
Mayor, Kings Point 
Mayor, Greenport 
Mayor, Patchogue 
Mayor, Northport 
Mayor, Smithtown 
Mayor, Atlantic Beach 
Mayor, Muttontown 
Mayor, Lindenhurst 
Mayor, Brightwaters 
Mayor, Plandome Manor 
Mayor, St. james 
Mayor, Hewlett Harbor 
Mayor, Halesite 
Mayor, Rockville Centre 
Mayor, Mill Neck 
Mayor, Southampton 
Mayor, Island Park 
Mayor, Cedarhurst 
Mayor, Huntington 
Mayor, Sag Harbor 
Mayor, East Hampton 
Mayor, Ocean Beach 
Mayor, Great Neck 
Mayor, Hewlett Bay Park 
Mayor, Old Brookville 
Mayor, Lynbrook 
Mayor, East Williston 
Mayor, Bayville 
Mayor, Westbury 
Mayor, Roslyn Harbor 
Mayor, West Hampton Beach 
Mayor, Port Jefferson 
Mayor, New Hyde Park 
Mayor, Shoreham 
Mayor, Garden City 
Mayor, Bellport 
Mayor, Farmingdale 
Mayor, Bellerose Village 
Mayor, Manhasset 
Mayor, Old Westbury 
Mayor, Oyster Bay 
Councilmember Mark Cuthbertson (Town of Huntington) 
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OTHERS 

AP A New York Metro Chapter Transportation Committee 
Auto Free New York 
Boston Properties, LP 
Commack Town Civic Association 
Committee for Better Transit 
Council on the Environment of New York City 
Electric Railroaders Association 
Environmental Defense Fund 
42nd Street Development Corporation 
410 Park Avenue Associates 
480 Park Avenue, owner 
General Contractors Association of New York Inc. 
General Motors Center 
Grand Central Business Improvement District 
Kings Park Civic Association 
Long Island Association 
Long Island City Business Development Corporation 
LIRR Commuter Council 
Long Island Regional Planning Board 
Long Island Transportation Management Association 
Metro-North Railroad Commuter Council 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
New York Building Congress 
New York City Chamber of Commerce 
New York City Clean Air Campaign 
New York City District Council of Carpenters 
New York City Partnership 
New York City Transit Riders Council 
New York Public Interest Research Group 
New-York Historical Society 
New York State Conservation Fund 
Permanent Citizens Advisory Committee to MT A 
Real Estate Board of New York 
RFR Realty Inc. 
Regional Plan Association 
Skillman Realty Company 
Straphangers Campaign 
The Racquet & Tennis Club 
The Waldorf-Astoria 
Transportation Alternatives 
Transport Workers Union-Local 100 
Tri-State Transportation Campaign 
Tunnel Workers Union, Locall47 
United Transportation Union 
West Maspeth Local Development Corporation 
WFP 245 Park Co., LP 
Yale Club 
Yaphank Taxpayers and Civic Association, Inc. 

25-9 

Chapter 25: List of Agencies 



MT AJLIRR East Side Access FEIS 

B. VIEWING LOCATIONS 
BOROUGH PRESIDENTS' OFFICES 
BRONX 
Hon. Fernando Ferrer 
Attn: Frank Vemuccio 
Bronx County Building 
851 Grand Concourse 

BROOKLYN 

Hon. Howard Golden 
Attn: Michael Rossmy 
Brooklyn Borough Hall, Room 230 
209 Joralemon Street 

MANHATTAN 

Hon. C. Virginia Fields 
Attn: jocelyn jacobson 
Municipal Building, 19th Floor 
One Centre Street 

QUEENS 

Hon. Claire Schulman 
Attn: Terrie Moran 
Queens Borough Hall, Room 219 
120-55 Queens Boulevard 

STATEN ISLAND 

Hon. Guy Molinari 
Attn: David Oonovin 
Staten Island Borough Hall, Room 125 

COMMUNITY BOARD OFFICES 

Brooklyn Community Board 8 
1291 St. Marks A venue 

Manhattan Community Board 4 
330 West 42nd Street, Suite 2618 

Manhattan Community Board 5 
450 Seventh A venue, Suite 2109 

Manhattan Community Board 6 
330 East 26th Street, Room 211 
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Manhattan Community Board 8 
509 Park A venue 

Queens Community Board 1 
36-01 35th Avenue, Astoria 

Queens Community Board 2 
43-22 50th Street, Woodside 

Queens Community Board 5 
61-23 Myrtle Avenue, Glendale 

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE 

Regional Office 
One Bowling Green, Room 429 
New York, NY 

LIBRARIES 

MANHATTAN 
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Andrew Heiskell Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped 
40 West 20th Street 

Mid-Manhattan Library 
455 Fifth Avenue 

Epiphany Library 
228 East 23rd Street 

Yorkville Library 
222 East 79th Street 

QUEENS 

Queensbridge Library 
10-43 41st Avenue 

Court Square Library 
25-01 Jackson Avenue 

Maspeth Library 
69-70 Grand A venue 

NASSAU COUNTY 

Bellmore Memorial Library 
2288 Bedford A venue 
Bellmore, NY 
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Freeport Memorial Library 
144 West Merrick Road 
Freeport, NY 

Garden City Public Library 
60 Seventh Street 
Garden City, NY 

Great Neck Library 
159 Bayview Avenue 
Great Neck, NY 

Hewlett-Woodmere Public Library 
1125 Broadway 
Hewlett, NY 

Hicksville Public Library 
169 Jerusalem Avenue 
Hicksville, NY 

Hillside Public Library 
1950 Hillside Avenue 
New Hyde Park, NY 

Lynbrook Public Library 
Eldert Street 
Lynbrook, NY 

Manhasset Public Library 
30 Onderdonk A venue 
Manhasset, NY 

Mineola Memorial Library 
195 Marcellus Road 
Mineola, NY 

New Hyde Park Public Library 
1420 Jericho Turnpike 
New Hyde Park, NY 

Plainview-Old Bethpage Library 
999 Old Country Road 
Plainview, NY 

Port Washington Public Library 
One Library Drive 
Port Washington, NY 

Rockville Centre Public Library 
221 North Village Avenue 
Rockville Centre, NY 
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Roslyn (Bryant) Public Library 
2 Paper Mill Road 
Roslyn, NY 

Shelter Rock Public Library 
165 Searingtown Road 
Albertson, NY 

Syosset Public Library 
225 South Oyster Bay Road 
Syosset, NY 

Valley Stream Public (Henry Waldinger Memorial) Library 
60 Verona Place 
Valley Stream, NY 

West Hempstead Public Library 
252 Chestnut Street 
West Hempstead, NY 

SUFFOLK COUNTY 

Babylon Public Library 
24 South Carll A venue 
Babylon, NY 

Brookhaven Free Library 
273 Beaver Dam Road 
Brookhaven, NY 

Cold Spring Harbor Library 
75 Goose Hill Road 
Cold Spring Harbor, NY 

Commack Public Library 
18 Hauppauge Road 
Commack, NY 

Farmingdale Public Library 
116 Merritts Road 
Farmingdale NY 

Harborfields Public Library 
31 Broadway 
Greenlawn, NY 

Huntington Public Library 
338 Main Street 
Huntington, NY 

Longwood Public Library 
BOO Middle Country Road 
Middle Island, NY 
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Middle Country Public Library 
1 01 Eastwood Boulevard 
Centereach, NY 

North Babylon Public Library 
815 Deer Park A venue 
North Babylon, NY 

Port Jefferson Free Library 
100 Thompson Street 
Port Jefferson, NY 

Patchogue-Medford Library 
54-60 East Main Street 
Patchogue, NY 

Riverhead Free Library 
330 Court Street 
Riverhead, NY 

West Islip Public Library 
3 Higbie Lane 
West Islip, NY 

MTAOFFICES 

MT A Headquarters 
34 7 Madison A venue 
9th Floor-Law Library 
New York, NY 

NEW YORK METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL 

Main Office 
One World Trade Center, 82E 
New York, NY 

DUTCHESS COUNTY 

Ms. Andee Fountain, Records Manager 
Dutchess County Clerk's Office 
22 Market Street-Records Room 
Poughkeepsie, NY 

NASSAU COUNTY 

Mr. Richard Kerins 
Public Administrator 
262 Old Country Road, 2nd floor, Mineola, NY 
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ORANGE COUNTY 

Ms. Tonie Murphy, Assistant 
Orange County Executive Office 
The County Center 
225 Main Street 
Goshen, NY 

PUTNAM COUNTY 

Ms. Donna McMahon, Legislative Clerk 
Putnam County Legislative Office-Room 313 
40 Gleneida A venue 
Carmel, NY 

ROCKLAND COUNTY 

Mr. Richard Menocker, Legislative Clerk 
Rockland County Office Building 
11 New Hempstead Road 
Office of the Legislature 
New City, NY 

SUFFOLK COUNTY 

Mr. Peter Scully, Press Secretary 
County Executive's Office 
100 Veterans Memorial Highway 
Hauppauge, NY 

WESTCHESTER COUNTY 

Legal Division-Room 330 
County Clerk's Office 
11 0 Grove Street 
White Plains, NY 

CITY OF STAMFORD 

Sally Serafino, Town Clerk 
Office of the Town Clerk 
City of Stamford 
888 Washington Boulevard, 1st Floor 
Stamford, CT 

TOWN OF GREENWICH 

Cannella Budkins, Town Clerk 
Town of Greenwich 
101 Field Point Road 
Greenwich, CT 
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Chapter 26: List of Preparers 

This document was prepared by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A), a New York 
State public benefit corporation, under the direction of and with active involvement from the 
U.S. Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Key individuals and firms involved in the prepara
tion ofthe EIS are indicated below. 

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 

Letitia Thompson, FT A Region II, Regional Administrator 
Anthony G. Carr, FTA Region II, Deputy Regional Administrator 
Steven F. Faust, A.I.C.P., FTA Region II, Planning and Program Manager 
Maisie Grace, FT A Region II, Regional Counsel 
Irwin B. Kessman, FT A Region II, Planning Director 
Donald Bums, A.I.C.P., FTA Region II, Planner 

MTA 

Anthony Japha, Chief Program Executive, East Side Access 
Howard Sackel, Deputy Chief Program Executive, East Side Access 
Joseph Petrocelli, Chief Finance and Administration 
Roberta Bender, Deputy General Counsel 
Pamela Burford, Director, Planning & External Relations, East Side Access 
Mike Kaleda, Chief Design, Construction & Railroad Operations, East Side Access 
Robert Magnifico, Chief Engineer, East Side Access 
Susan Jurman, Director of Budgets 

CONSULTANT TEAM 

AKRF, INC.-ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERS/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT LEAD 

Debra Allee, A.I.C.P., Principal-in-Charge 
Robert F. Conway, P.E., EIS Project Manager 
Julia P. Cowing, A.I.C.P., EIS Deputy Project Manager 
Ethan Goodman, EIS Assistant Deputy Project Manager 
StephenS. Rosen, Ph.D., Noise and Vibration 
Shabana Tajwar, Air Quality and Energy 
Marcus Simons, Hazardous Materials 
Claudia Cooney, Historic and Visual Resources 
Dennis R. Mincieli, Economic Conditions 
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ACENTECH INCORPORATED-VIBRATION 

David E. Coate, Director, Vibration Analysis 
Jeffrey A. Zapfe, Ph.D. 

ENG-WONG TAUB & ASSOCIATES-TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

Martin Taub, P.E., Project Task Leader 
Steven Scalici, P.E., Task Leader, GCT Area Studies 
Osman Altan, P.E., Passenger and Pedestrians 
Babu Veeregowda, P.E., Traffic and Parking 

KPMG PEAK MAR WICK LLP-RIDERSHIP FORECASTING 

William Woodford, Travel Demand Forecasting 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES, INC.-ARCHAEOLOGY 

Betsey Keams, R.O.P.A. 
Cece Saunders, R.O.P.A. 

HOWARD/STEIN-HUDSON ASSOCIATES-PUBLIC OUTREACH 

Arnold J. Bloch 
Marilyn Gay 

ROBINSON SIL YERMAN PEARCE ARONSOHN & BERMAN LLP
ENVIRONMENTAL LEGAL COUNSEL 

Kevin Healy 
Roberta Gordon 

BECHTEL INFRASTRUCTURE CORPORATION AND URS GREINER 
WOODWARD CLYDE JOINT VENTURE-PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

George B. Morschauser, P.E., Program Manager 
Albert J. Bast, P.E., Deputy Program Manager 
Gareth Rees, P .E., Systems Engineering Consultant Manager 
Sterling Brisbin, P.E., Tunnel Engineering Consultant Manager 
Raymond Tillman, Environmental Consultant Manager 
Audrey Heffernan, A.I.C.P., Environmental Consultant Coordinator 
Tanya R. Freeman, Environmental Engineer 

SYSTRA CONSULTING INC.-SYSTEMS INTEGRATION 

AND RAIL OPERATIONS 

Peter Allibone, Deputy Project Manager, Operations 
Kirk Hunt, Project Engineer 
Davis Dure, Operations Planning 
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PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF QUADE & DOUGLAS, INC. AND STV 
IN CORPORA TED JOINT VENTURE-TUNNEL ENGINEERS 

Jerry Forman, Project Director, Tunnel Engineers 
Margarita Gagliardi, Deputy Project Director, Tunnel Engineers 
Joe Marchese, Deputy Project Director, Facilities 
Nasri Munfah, Deputy Project Director, Chief Engineer 

PARSONS TRANSPORTATION GROUP INC.-SYSTEMS ENGINEERS 

Richard Tansill, Project Manager 
Steve LaRocco, Manager, Design Integration 

26-3 



Chapter 27: 

A-weighting 

Accessibility 

ACM 

ADA 

ADA compliant passage
way 

Advisory Council on His
toric Preservation 

Air pollution 

Alignment 

AM peak period 

Ambient air quality 

Ambient Noise Level 

Glossary 

The system of modifying measured sound pressure levels to 
simulate the actual response of the human ear to different 
sound frequencies. 

A measure of the ability or ease of all people to travel among 
various origins and destinations. 

Asbestos-containing material. 

Americans with Disabilities Act. 

Pedestrian corridor constructed to comply with design 
standards established in the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

An independent Federal agency established by the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) to advise the 
President and Congress on historic preservation matters. It 
reviews policies and programs of Federal agencies to 
improve their consistency with NHP A purposes, and 
administers and participates in the preservation review 
process established by Section 106 of the NHP A. Under 
Section 106, federal agencies must seek the Council's 
comments prior to carrying out, approving financial 
assistance to, or issuing a permit for a project that may affect 
properties listed or eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

The presence of unwanted material in the air in sufficient 
amount and under such circumstances as to interfere signifi
cantly with human comfort, health, or welfare, or with full 
use and enjoyment of property. National and state ambient air 
quality standards identify pollutant concentrations not to be 
exceeded over a specified time. 

See "Tunnel Alignment." 

Peak morning travel period (usually from 6 AM to 10 AM). 

A physical and chemical measure of the concentration of 
various pollutants in the outside air, usually determined over 
a specified time period (e.g., 1 hour, 8 hours). 

The total noise level in the acoustical environment, excluding 
the proposed project. 
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Amtrak 

Area of Potential Effect 
(APE) 

Arterial 

As-of-right 

AST 

At-grade crossing 

Bathtub 

Bellmouth 

Bi-level Coaches 

BID 

Blissville Yard 

BTEX 

Build year 

CAAA 

Amtrak offers national rail service from Penn Station. 
Amtrak's Northeast Corridor line runs from Washington, 
D.C. to Boston, and a number of its riders are daily com
muters from Philadelphia to New York City. Amtrak uses the 
Harold Interlocking en route to its New England destinations 
and Sunnyside Yard for train maintenance and storage. 

The geographic area within which a project my have a direct 
or indirect effect on historic or archaeological resources, if 
any are present. 

Streets that serve primarily through traffic and provide access 
to abutting properties as a secondary function. 

Development that could occur on a parcel of land under 
existing zoning and without the granting of additional 
approvals. 

Above ground storage tank. 

The point of intersection between a rail line and roadway, 
road, or pedestrian crossing that occurs along the same 
surface plane. 

An enclosed excavation that extends down to the rockline, 
below the water table allowing de-watering to take place 
within its walls without causing a draw-down of the water 
table into the excavation or movement of the groundwater 
outside its walls. 

The area of a railroad tunnel where the end widens to allow 
tracks to diverge. 

Passenger-carrying rail cars which allow seating on upper 
and lower levels. 

Business Improvement District. 

Unused, former railyard located approximately 1 mile 
southwest of Sunnyside Yard, in Blissville, Queens, lying 
east of Dutch Kills and north of Newtown Creek, at the point 
where the Montauk cutoff originating from Sunnyside Yard 
meets the Montauk Branch. 8/issvi//e Yard is proposed as a 
re-activated railyard for storage of rail freight cars by 
NYAR. 

Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene- VOC's 
common constituents of gasoline. 

Typically the first year of operation of the project used to 
assess impacts; 2010 is the Build year for this project. 

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (see below). 
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CAL3QHC model 

Capacity 

Capital costs 

Catenary power system 

CBD 

CCCP 

Center island platform 

Central Business District 
(CBD) 

CEQR 

Citizens' Advisory 
Committee (CAC) 

Clean Air Act Amend
ments of 1990 

CMS 

co 

Coastal Zone 
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Mathematical dispersion model for simulation of carbon 
monoxide concentrations near roadway intersections. 

The physical ability of a transportation system, or any of its 
elements, to carry travelers from one point to another. 

The cost of designing, constructing, purchasing equipment 
(e.g., vehicles), and implementing a transit system. 

An electric power system and overhead contact wire that is 
supported from one or more longitudinal wires or cables used 
to provide a power source for vehicles via a pantograph (con
tact mechanism) on the roof of the vehicle. 

Central business district (see below). 

Comprehensive Communications and Coordination Plan; the 
plan developed to guide East Side Access's public 
participation program. 

A subway or train platform surrounded by track on both 
sides. 

A primary downtown area of a city, or an area of concen
trated retail activity. Also characterized by high land valua
tion and traffic flow. 

City Environmental Quality Review, the local New York City 
law set forth by Executive Order No. 91 of 1977, governing 
environmental review for actions undertaken by New York 
City agencies. 

Representatives from a number of elected officials' offices 
and other interested parties that serve as a reviewing body of 
project issues and primary liaison between organizations 
interested in the project and the project team. 

A federal law enacted in 1990 that places new federal con
trols on all sources of air pollution and places new emphasis 
on regional transportation planning. The CAAA includes an 
implementation strategy and establishes air quality 
improvement requirements. 

Congestion Management System. 

Carbon monoxide. 

A geographic area ofNew York State's coastal waters and 
adjacent shorelines, generally including islands, tidal 
wetlands, beaches, dunes, barrier islands, cliffs, bluffs, 
estuaries, flooding- and erosion-prone areas, port facilities, 
and other coastal locations. 
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COE 

Contra-flow lanes 

Controlled Blasting 

CPC 

Cut-and-cover 

CZMA 

dB 

dB A 

DCP 

Dead head trips 

De minimis criteria 

DEC 

Decibel 

DEIS 

DEP 

Determination of 
Eligibility 

Dewatering 

DOl 

United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

Highway lanes carrying traffic in the opposite direction of 
other traffic on the same side of the highway. 

A specialized construction technique used to excavate rock. 
Numerous small holes are drilled into the rock and small 
explosive charges are placed into the holes. The charges are 
detonated in a delayed sequence which precisely breaks the 
rock and minimizes unwanted vibration and noise effects. 

New York City's City Planning Commission. 

A method of excavation whereby the construction takes place 
from the ground surface. Once the excavation reaches a 
certain depth, the open cut can be covered with a steel or 
concrete plate to enable traffic or pedestrians to traverse the 
excavation. 

Federal Coastal Zone Management Act. 

Decibel, a unit of sound level. 

A-weighted decibel. A sound pressure level that incorporates 
the human ear's sensitivity to pitch. 

New York City Department of City Planning. 

Reverse trips without customers. 

The minimum incremental increase in 8-hour average carbon 
monoxide levels that constitutes a significant adverse air 
quality impact as defined by New York City. 

New York City Department of Environmental Conservation. 

The unit for measuring noise, which is 10 times the logarithm 
of the ratio of the sound pressure squared to a standard re
ference pressure squared. 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

New York City Department of Environmental Protection. 

The decision of the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) on whether properties or resources are eligible for 
the State and/or National Register of Historic Places. 

The removal of groundwater by pumping so as to artificially 
depress the water table and avoid the difficulties associated 
with construction below the water table. 

United States Department of the Interior. 
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Dual-mode locomotives 

Dwell time 

East Side Access (ESA) 

EIS 

Federal Transit 
Administration (FT A) 

Feeder Bus Service 

FE IS 

FEMA 

FIRE 

Flexibility 

Floating Slab 

Floodplain 

Fresh Pond Yard 

FWS 

GCT 

Groundwater 
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Locomotives that can be powered using either diesel fuel or 
electricity from the third rail. 

The time when a train is fully stopped in a station. 

The proposed project is the locally preferred alternative to 
provide direct access for LIRR riders to Grand Central 
Terminal. 

Environmental Impact Statement. 

The Federal department of mass transportation. Administra
tively, it is under United States Department of Transportation 
(US DOT). 

NYCT and Long Island Bus routes that bring commuters to 
rail stations for transfer to rail transit. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency. 

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate. 

The adaptability of a transportation system to accommodate 
the travel demands within the system if one component of 
the system fails, and its ability to accommodate future 
growth. 

The addition of a second floor slab that is isolated from the 
first slab by resilient elements which can be used to attenuate 
the transfer of vibration from a tunnel to the building above. 

The lowlands adjoining the channel of a river, stream, or 
watercourse, or ocean, lake, or other body of water, which 
have been or may be inundated by floodwater (as established 
by the National Flood Insurance Act). 

Rail yard located in Glendale, Queens, at the junction of the 
LIRR Montauk Branch and the Conrail Connector to the 
LIRR Bay Ridge Branch. The yard consists of two smaller 
yards-a West Yard and an East Yard separated by the 
NYCT "M" subway line. Fresh Pond Yard is proposed as 
the location for NYAR's maintenance shop. 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Grand Central Terminal. 

The water contained beneath the surface in soils and rock. 
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Harold Interlocking 

HASP 

Hazardous waste 

Highbridge Yard 

High Density Interlocking 
System 

HOV (High Occupancy 
Vehicle) 

Infrastructure 

Interlocking 

Intermodal transfer 

ISTEA (Intermodal Sur
face Transportation 
Efficiency Act) 

ITS 

The 1.5-mile stretch of track, and its associated switches and 
crossovers, providing access to and from the East River 
Tunnels for LIRR's Main Line and Port Washington Branch 
and Amtrak's Northeast Corridor trains heading north to and 
from New York City. 

Health and Safety Plan. 

A substance, as defined under the federal Resource Conser
vation and Recovery Act, that is chemically reactive, 
ignitable, corrosive, or toxic. 

Rail yard located in the Highbridge section of the Bronx, 
between the Harlem River and the Major Deegan 
Expressway. It consists of a rail yard used by Metro-North 
Railroad and two sets of tracks used by Metro-North's 
Hudson Line. Highbridge Yard is proposed as a new rail 
storage and maintenance yard for MNR. 

An area where a number of separate rail tracks connect via 
switches, turnouts, and integrated signaling systems, allowing 
trains to switch from one route or track, to another. 

A vehicle carrying two or more passengers (for example, a 
bus, vanpool, or carpool). HOVs are encouraged as a means 
of decreasing vehicle miles traveled (VMTs). May also be 
referred to as Multi-occupancy Vehicle (MOV). 

The physical support network-such as roads, railroads, and 
utilities-of a given geographical area. 

The segment of track which consists of a series of switches 
and signals which enable trains to access different routes or 
platforms. 

A transfer from one mode of transportation (such as auto, 
taxi, bus, and walking) to another. 

Legislation enacted by Congress in 1991 that makes funds 
available to aid metropolitan areas throughout the United 
States in the development of transportation systems that are 
not harmful to the environment and will bring metropolitan 
areas into compliance with the Clean Air Act. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems. 

27-6 



Jet grout 

John F. Kennedy Interna
tional Airport Light 
Rail System (JFK LRS) 

Kiss-and-ride facilities 

Level of service (LOS) 

Lexington A venue line 

LIE 

Line haul capacity 

LIRR 

Long Island Transporta
tion Corridor (LITC) 
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Jet grouting for soil stabilization involves drilling pilot holes, 
and then injecting under pressure a mixture of cement, water 
and air into the soil via injection rods inserted into the pilot 
holes. As the rods are withdrawn, they are rotated, resulting 
in a series of columns consisting of a soil and cement grout 
mixture hardened to a strength suitable to stabilize the soil, 
thereby allowing construction to occur underneath. 

The system currently under construction at John F. Kennedy 
International Airport that will consist of electrically powered 
vehicles that will operate on elevated tracks in a 2-mile loop 
around the airport. 

Pick-up and drop-off areas for rail commuters. 

An average sound level over the entire day where the 
nighttime hours are weighted more than those during the 
daytime. 

Equivalent sound level, or an energy average sound level, 
usually specified over a period of time. This is the constant 
sound level that, in a given period, conveys the same sound 
energy as the actual time-varying sound. 

A set of descriptive characteristics used to indicate the quali
ty of transportation service provided, including characteris
tics that are quantifiable (e.g., frequency, travel time, vehicle 
delay). Levels of service are usually qualified with letter 
designations, ranging from "A" (LOS A) with the least 
amount of congestion to "F" (LOS F) with the greatest 
amount. 

The numbers 4, 5, and 6 subway routes that provide full 
north-south rapid transit service to Manhattan's East Side, 
Brooklyn, and the Bronx. 

Long Island Expressway. 

The number of trains and their passenger capacity that can 
pass through a given point in the system. 

Long Island Rail Road. 

The area stretching for approximately 122 miles from the 
Hudson River to the tip of Montauk Point and consisting of 
Manhattan, Queens, Brooklyn, and Nassau and Suffolk 
Counties. The LITC encompasses the majority of origins, 
destinations, and routes of those traveling between Long 
Island and New York City. 

Maximum instantaneous sound level. 
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LPC (or NYC LPC) 

LUST 

M-1, M-3, and M-7 cars 

Madison Yard 

Maspeth Yard 

MAS 

MCTA 

Mined excavation 

MIS 

Mitigation 

MNR 

Mobile source 

MOBILESB 

Mode 

MTA 

Muck 

Landmarks Preservation Commission ofNew York City. 

Leaking underground storage tank. 

Electric-powered multiple unit cars used in Metro-North 
Railroad and Long Island Rail Road service. Multiple unit 
cars are electric cars that have their own propulsion systems 
and can be controlled from an engineer's cab in a train. The 
M-7 will be LIRR's new generation car. 

The western side of the lower level ofGCT, used by Metro
North Railroad for maintenance and storage. 

Rail yard located in Maspeth, Queens, near the intersection 
of Rust Street and Maspeth Avenue, used by NY AR and two 
active LIRR Montauk Branch mainline tracks. Maspeth Yard 
is proposed as an alternative location for storage of rail 
freight cars by NY AR. 

Maximum Authorized Speed which is analogous to a speed 
limit on a rail right-of-way. 

Metropolitan Commuter Transportation Authority. 

A method of constructing tunnels or other underground 
spaces from below the surface. Unlike cut-and-cover 
construction, the ground surface is not disturbed with this 
technique. The mining may be accomplished in a number of 
ways including drilling with controlled blasting, tunnel 
boring machines or other methods of rock/soil excavation. 

Major Investment Study. The LITC MIS, completed in 1998, 
identified East Side Access as the locally preferred 
alternative. 

Measures designed to lessen or eliminate the adverse impacts 
resulting from a proposed project or action. 

MT A Metro-North Railroad. 

Vehicular sources of air pollution, such as automobiles, 
trucks, and buses. 

Vehicle emissions simulation model developed by the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

The form of travel (e.g., walking, automobile, bus, train). 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority. 

Material that is excavated following the tunnel boring 
process. 
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NAAQS (National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards) 

National Register of His
toric Places 

National Historic Preserva
tion Act of 1966 

NEPA 

New Jersey Transit 

NFPA 

NHL 

No Action Alternative 

NOAA 

Non-attainment area 
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Standards established by Congress under the Clean Air Act 
for six major air pollutants (carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
oxides, photochemical oxidants or ozone, inhalable particu
lates, sulfur dioxide, and lead). These are also New York 
State's air quality standards. 

The federal list of buildings and sites determined to have his
toric significance, established by the National Historic Pre
servation Act. 

Statute enacted by Congress establishing a nationwide policy 
to support and encourage the preservation of prehistoric and 
historic resources and to direct Federal agencies to assume 
responsibility for considering such resources in their 
activities. Section 106 does not mandate preservation of such 
resources but requires Federal agencies to consider the 
impact of actions on historic properties listed or eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 

National Environmental Policy Act; federal legislation 
enacted to require federal agencies to evaluate the 
environmental consequences of proposed actions and their 
alternatives, to identify measures to mitigate any significant 
adverse impacts, and to conduct the entire process in 
coordination with other agencies and the public. 

NJ Transit provides commuter service from points west by 
both bus and rail to New York City. Its bus operations termi
nate at Port Authority Bus Terminal, and its rail operations at 
Penn Station. NJ Transit also operates rail service for MNR 
on the New York portion of the Pascock and Port Jervis lines. 
NJ Transit uses Sunnyside Yard for midday storage of trains. 

National Fire Protection Association. 

National Historic Landmark. 

Those improvements in the city's transportation system after 
1999 (the base year of the MTA/LIRR ESA study) that would 
be in place by the year 2010 or 2020 without implementation 
of any of the options identified by MT A/LIRR ESA. 

Nitrogen dioxide; an air pollutant and precursor to ozone. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency's 
classification for an area or region where federal ambient air 
quality standards are not being met. 

Nitrogen oxides; a group of air pollutants that contribute to 
the formation of ozone. 
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NR 

National Wetlands Inven
tory (NWI) 

NWP 

NYAR 

NYCDEP 

NYCDOT 

NYCRR 

NYCT 

NYMTC 

NYSDEC 

NYSDOS 

NYSDOT 

NYSM 

Off-peak period 

OPRHP 

Option 1 

Option 2 

National Register of Historic Places (see above). 

Established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to generate 
information about the characteristics, extent and status of the 
Nation's wetlands and deepwater habitats. NWI maps show 
the location and classification of wetlands throughout New 
York State. 

United States Army Corp of Engineers nationwide permit 
program. 

New York & Atlantic Railway, the rail freight service that 
operates on LIRR's rail system and currently uses LIRR's 
Yard A for storage. 

New York City Department of Environmental Protection. 

New York City Department of Transportation. 

New York Codes, Rules and Regulations. 

MTA New York City Transit. 

New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (the MPO). 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. 

New York State Department of State. 

New York State Department ofTransportation. 

New York State Museum. 

The periods of the day that are not during the peak travel 
periods. 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation. 

Engineering Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative, which 
would bring new LIRR service into Grand Central Terminal 
via the existing 63rd Street Tunnel and a new tunnel beneath 
Park Avenue. At GCT, new tracks and platforms and 
passenger facilities would be located in the western portion 
ofGCT's existing lower level. 

Engineering Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative, which 
would bring new LIRR service into GCT via the same route 
as in Option 1 (see above). At GCT, new tracks and platforms 
would be created beneath the existing lower level ofGCT, 
with a passenger concourse in the western portion ofGCT's 
existing lower level. 
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Ozone 

Polycyclic aromatic hydro
carbons (P AH) 

PANYNJ 

Particulate matter 

PATF 

PATH 

Polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCB) 

PCE 

Peak period 

PM peak period 

PMIO 

ppm 

Preferred Alternative 

PSRC 
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An unstable form of oxygen formed by a photochemical reac
tion of atmospheric gases with solar ultraviolet radiation. 
While a valuable component of the upper atmosphere, it is a 
harmful air pollutant in the lower atmosphere and contributes 
to the formation of smog. 

Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons are a class of Semi volatile 
Organic Compounds (SVOCs) associated with combustion 
(e.g., coal, ash, petroleum) and have historically been used as 
fill throughout New York City. Exposure toP AHs can pose 
long-term risks to human health. 

Port Authority ofNew York & New Jersey. 

Airborne particles consisting of a variety of materials such as 
dust, soot, and aerosols. 

Public Affairs Task Force. 

Port Authority Trans Hudson. 

A class ofSemivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs), which 
were commonly used in (train-mounted or other) electrical 
equipment, especially transformers. Exposure to PCBs can 
pose long-term risks to wildlife and human health. 

Passenger Car Equivalent. 

The period during which the maximum amount of travel oc
curs. It may be specified as the morning (AM), afternoon/ 
evening (PM) peak, or hourly. It is the period when demand 
for transportation services is the highest. 

The afternoon rush hours, approximately 4 to 7 PM. 

Particulate matter of 10 microns or less. Particulates of this 
size are small enough to be respirable. 

Particulate matter of 2.5 microns or less. Particulates of this 
size show consistent and coherent associations with severe 
health effects. 

Parts per million. 

Also known as East Side Access (ESA), which would 
provide direct access for LIRR riders to Grand Central 
Terminal. 

Pennsylvania Station Redevelopment Corporation. 
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Receptor site 

Resilient Fasteners 

Ridership volume 

Right-of-way 

RTP 

S/NR 

Scoping 

SEQRA 

Seated capacity 

SEL 

SHPO 

SIP (State Implementation 
Plan) 

Slurry 

Location to which the public has access on a more or less 
continuous basis used for air quality predictions; or a defined 
area where human activity may be adversely affected when 
noise levels exceed predefined thresholds of acceptability or 
when levels increase by predefined thresholds of change, 
used for noise analyses. 

Special fasteners which are used to connect the steel rail to 
the railroad tie which helps to attenuate the vibration effects 
of the train into the surrounding ground surface. 

Total number of passengers riding trains regardless of the 
seated capacities of the trains. 

A corridor of land acquired by reservation, dedication, pre
scription, or condemnation, and intended to be utilized as a 
road, rail line, utility service, buffer, or similar use. 

Regional Transportation Plan. 

State and National Registers of Historic Places. 

The process of defining the studies to be undertaken for an 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

New York State Environmental Quality Act. State legislation 
similar to NEP A, requiring state agencies to examine the 
environmental effects of their discretionary actions. 

The maximum number of passengers that can be 
accommodated on trains without exceeding the number of 
seats. 

Sound Exposure Level. 

State Historic Preservation Office (see below). 

The Clean Air Act requires each state to demonstrate in a SIP 
the manner in which it will attain compliance with the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for a given air 
pollutant. 

A clay-like semi-solid pumped into a cavity to form a slurry 
wall. It permits only minimal transmission of water and is 
used to isolate an area from the surrounding groundwater 
regime and reduce the rate of pumping required during 
dewatering. 

Sulfur dioxide; an air pollutant mainly associated with the 
combustion of sulfur-containing fuels such as oil. 
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Soil borings 

State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) 

State Register of Historic 
Places 

Stub-ended 

svoc 

TCLP 

TDM 

TEA-21 

Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) 

Third rail 

Third rail shoe 

Throat track 

TIP 

TRACKS System Safety 
Program 

Train set 
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Deep, cylindrical soil samples taken to ascertain geo
logical conditions and often used to determine if archaeo
logical resources or hazardous materials are found on the site. 

The state administrative agency responsible for compliance 
with historic preservation rules, laws, and regulations. 

The state list of buildings and sites determined to have his
toric significance, established by the New York State Historic 
Preservation Act. 

Tracks that terminate in the station, requiring a train to re
verse direction to exit the station. 

Semi-volatile organic compound; organic compounds which 
exhibit some evaporation under normal circumstances. 

Toxicity Characteristics Leaching Procedure. A laboratory 
test used to determine the hazardous characteristics of a solid 
waste or soil. 

Travel Demand Management. 

Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, adopted in 
May 1998. This federal legislation re-authorizes and amends 
ISTEA, which was adopted in 1991. 

Representatives on the federal, state, and local level that 
serve as liaisons to their respective organizations on technical 
matters relating to the evolution of the project. 

An electric conductor rail located alongside the running rail 
from which power is collected by means of a sliding contact 
shoe attached to the truck of electric equipment. 

An insulated metallic sliding contact, mounted on the truck of 
an electric locomotive or car, for collecting current from the 
third rail. Positive contact between shoe and rail is main
tained by spring tension. 

The convergence area of several tracks in a multi-track se
quence, where the majority of the tracks merge to form a 
single track. 

Transportation Improvement Program (see below). 

The Long Island Rail Road's program designed to address 
potential increases in accidents near at-grade crossings
"Together Railroads and Communities Keeping Safe." 

A group of train cars joined together (as opposed to a single 
train car). 
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Transfer mobility 

Transportation Systems 
Management (TSM) 
Alternative 

Transportation Improve
ment Program 

Travel time 

Trip 

Tunnel alignment 

Tunnel Boring Machine 
(TBM) 

Underpinning 

USEPA 

UST 

v/c 

VdB 

VMT (Vehicle miles 
traveled) 

VOCs (Volatile organic 
compounds) 

Volume 

The measure of the efficiency ofvibration transmission 
through the ground, offering a means of predicting train and 
construction-induced vibration levels in buildings prior to 
project construction. 

Transportation improvements that seek to maximize the 
utility of the current transportation investments without a 
major investment in new facilities. For MT A/LIRR ESA 
(East Side Access), this includes increasing the number of 
rail cars on LIRR trains, increasing LIRR service to the 
Hunterspoint Avenue and Long Island City stations, and 
extending the existing westbound morning contra-flow lane 
on the Long Island Expressway. 

As set forth by ISTEA, a document prepared by the 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations citing projects to be 
funded under federal transportation programs for a full-year 
period. 

The time it takes to travel from one point to another. 

A single or one-way movement to or from a location. 

A route of a railroad, highway, or fixed guideway transit 
through a tunnel passageway. 

A large diameter drill that excavates a circular tunnel section, 
custom designed and built for project-specific geology and 
for the specific requirements of the project being constructed. 

A construction technique which involves placing new 
foundations under an existing building to allow construction 
to occur in the area of the original foundations. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

Underground storage tank. 

Volume-to-capacity ratio (see below). 

A unit of measure of vibration in decibels which are distinct 
from noise decibels. 

The total number of miles traveled by motor vehicles for a 
given area and time period. 

A family of highly evaporative organic materials used in a 
variety of industrial applications, such as paints and solvents. 

The number of passengers or vehicles that can be 
accommodated by a train, train platform, train tracks and 
tunnels, stairwell, mezzanine, bus, sidewalk, or street's traffic 
lanes (or combination of any of the previous). 
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Volume-to-capacity (v/c) 
ratio 

vph 

WRP 

Yard A 

Yard lead 
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To determine the severity of crowding in a transportation sys
tem, volumes (the amount of passengers or vehicles) are com
pared with capacities (the ability of such a system to carry 
travelers from one point to another during a specified time 
frame). 

Vehicles per hour. 

Waterfront Revitalization Program, serving as New York 
City's coastal zone management program. 

LIRR rail yard, located adjacent to LIRR's Sunnyside rail 
yard in Queens. Yard A is currently used for storage and 
maintenance by the New York & Atlantic Railway. 

The track that connects a mainline route to a given yard. 
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Chapter 28: 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Comments and Responses on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement* 

This chapter summarizes and responds to all substantive comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) received during the public comment period and through December 1, 
2000. Public review began on May 17, 2000, with the publication of the DEIS. The Metropoli
tan Transportation Authority (MTA) held a public hearing on June 15, 2000 at 347 Madison 
Avenue, fifth floor boardroom. The public comment period was held open until July 12, 2000, 
and all comments received through December 1, 2000, were also considered. 

The DEIS was circulated to involved and interested agencies and other interested parties, and 
notice of its availability and of the public hearing was published in the Federal Register on May 
26, 2000. In addition, postcards indicating that the DEIS was available and that the public 
hearing would be held were circulated to some 5,000 households. To advertise the public 
hearing, MT A published notices in newspapers of general circulation as well as community and 
minority newspapers throughout the area. These included Newsday, The Journal News, Connec
ticut Post, Yankee Trader, The Queens Chronicle, The Amsterdam News, and El Diario-La 
Prensa. MT A also posted advertisements for the hearing in MT A commuter railroad stations 
and performed seat drops with notice of the hearing on both Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) and 
Metro-North Railroad (MNR) commuter trains. 

This chapter identifies the organizations and individuals who commented on the DEIS, then 
summarizes and responds to their comments. Comments made throughout the comment period 
as well as comments received after the close of the comment period but through December 1, 
2000 are included. Section B, below, lists all individuals and organizations who made comments 
on the DEIS. These are listed in the order the comments were received, beginning with the com
ments made at the public hearing and continuing with other written statements submitted. Sec
tion C contains a summary of all comments made. The comments are organized by subject area, 
following the organization of the EIS. All comments on the Long Island storage yards are 
grouped together following those on project alternatives. Where similar comments on the same 
subject matter have been made by more than one person, a single comment summarizes all com
ments on that issue. Following each comment is a list of people or organizations who made the 
comment. These comments are keyed to the copies of the transcript of the public hearing and of 
all written comments received that are included in an appendix to this document. For example, 
a comment noted as "Doe 1" would be the first comment made by John Doe, and the location in 
the hearing transcript or Mr. Doe's comment letter where that comment can be found would be 
marked with the number "1 ". 

* Note: This entire chapter is new to the FEIS. 
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Where appropriate, the body of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) is revised in 
response to comments received. Changes to the document since publication of the DEIS are in
dicated by italics in a different font than the rest of the document. 

B. LIST OF GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS WHO COMMENTED ON 
THE DEIS 

Comments were received at the public hearing on June 15, 2000. In addition, written comments 
were submitted throughout the 45-day comment period and continuing through December 1, 
2000. Commenters are listed below. 

1. Larry Silverman, Long Island Rail Road Commuters Council, comments made at public 
hearing. 

2. John Steinberg, for Carlisle Towery, President, Greater Jamaica Development Corporation, 
comments made and written testimony submitted at public hearing. 

3. Lisa Schreibman, Tri-State Transportation Campaign, comments made and written testi
mony submitted at public hearing. 

4. Dean Angelakos, New York Building Congress, comments made and written testimony sub
mitted at public hearing. 

5. Lucy Mayo, for the Office of New York State Senator Thomas Duane, comments made and 
written testimony submitted at public hearing. 

6. Jeffrey Zupan, Regional Plan Association, comments made and written testimony submitted 
at public hearing. 

7. Richard Gualtieri, comments made at public hearing. 

8. Gene Russianoff, NYPIRG Straphangers Campaign, comments made and written testimony 
submitted at public hearing. 

9. Irwin Fruchtman, comments made at public hearing and written testimony submitted at 
public hearing. 

10. Louis P. Venech, Senior Manager, Transportation Policy Development, Office ofPolicy & 
Planning, Port Authority ofNew York & New Jersey, comments made at public hearing and 
letter dated July 12, 2000. 

11. Jeff Elmer, General Contractors Association, comments made and written testimony sub-
mitted at public hearing. 

12. Barry Adler, comments made at public hearing. 

13. Herbert Landow, comments made and written testimony submitted at public hearing. 

14. Robert Schumacher, comments made and written testimony submitted at public hearing. 

15. George Haikalis, Committee for Better Transit, comments made and written testimony sub
mitted at public hearing, and letter dated July 12, 2000. 

16. Lester Epstein, Owner, 47 East 44th Street, comments made and written testimony sub
mitted at public hearing. 
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17. Danny Pearlstein, comments made at public hearing. 

18. John Cornelius, Bowne Park Civic Association, comments made at public hearing. 

19. Ron Troy, comments made at public hearing. 

20. Kristin Harrison, for the Office of U.S. Congresswoman Carolyn Maloney, comments made 
at public hearing. 

21. Joel Azumah, comments made at public hearing. 

22. Louis Hitch, comments made at public hearing. 

23. Robert Olmstead, comments made at public hearing. 

24. John Landers, comments made at public hearing. 

25. Chung-Kuo Chiang, Ph.D., PE, New York State Department ofTransportation, memoran-
dum dated May 24, 2000. 

26. Thomas S. Gulotta, County Executive, Nassau County, letter dated May 31, 2000. 

27. Steven Ausnit, letter dated June 6, 2000. 

28. Ron M. Aryel, MD, MBA, letter received June 7, 2000. 

29. Patricia Zedalis, ChiefExecutive for School Facilities, New York City Board of Education, 
letter dated June 12, 2000. 

30. Claire Shulman, President, Borough of Queens, letter dated June 13,2000. 

31. Mitchell Pally, Long Island Association, letter dated June 13, 2000. 

32. New York State Senator Dean G. Skelos, written testimony dated June 15, 2000. 

33. David E. Buerle, Coastal Resources Specialist, New York State Department of State, Divi
sion of Coastal Resources, letter dated June 15, 2000. 

34. Joshua L. Schank, Transportation Planner, Permanent Citizens Advisory Committee to the 
MT A, memorandum dated June 20, 2000. 

35. New York State Assemblywoman Catherine Nolan, letter dated June 28,2000. 

36. Richard C. Visconti, R.A., Acting Commissioner, New York City Department of Buildings, 
letter dated June 29, 2000. 

37. Julian W. Adams, Senior Historic Sites Restoration Coordinator, New York State Office of 
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, letter dated July 7, 2000. 

38. Joseph B. Rose, Chairman, City Planning Commission, City of New York, letter dated 
July 7, 2000. 

39. Daniel A. Nigro, New York City Fire Department, letter dated July 7, 2000. 

40. Walter R. Ernst, General Manager, Metropolitan Division, Amtrak, letter dated July 11, 
2000. 

41. Richard H. Salmon, Jr., letter dated July 11, 2000. 
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42. David E. Buerle, Division of Coastal Resources, New York State Department of State, letter 
dated July 12, 2000. 

43. Stephen B. Dobrow, Committee for Better Transit, Inc., letter received July 13, 2000. 

44. Robert W. Hargrove, Chief, Strategic Planning and Multi-Media Programs Branch, United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2, letter dated July 14, 2000. 

45. Willie R. Taylor, Director, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, United States 
Department of the Interior, letter dated July 17, 2000. 

46. Joshua Laird, New York City Department of Parks and Recreation, letter dated July 19, 
2000. 

47. Jeffrey A. Warsh, Executive Director, NJ Transit, letter dated July 19,2000. 

48. Members of the Greenlawn/Huntington, Babylon, and Riverhead communities, approxi
mately 300 letters received July 21, 2000 and later. 

49. Kevin M. Gary, resident of Greenlawn, letter dated July 21, 2000. 

50. Mark Cuthbertson, Councilman, Town of Huntington, letters dated July 26 and August 1, 
2000. 

51. Charles de Quillfeldt, Regional Permit Administrator, New York State Department of Envi
ronmental Conservation, Division of Environmental Permits, Region 2, letter dated July 27, 
2000. 

52. Allan H. Goldberg, Assistant Commissioner for Bureau Management, Regulatory and Envi
ronmental Health Sciences, The City of New York Department of Health, letter dated 
August 2, 2000. 

53. Gina Santucci, The City of New York Landmarks Preservation Commission, Environmental 
Review, comments dated August 3, 2000. 

54. Keith A. Archer, Morton Weber and Associates, Attorneys at Law, letter dated August 7, 
2000. 

55. Robert W. Ramage Jr., resident of Huntington, letter dated August 8, 2000. 

56. Owen H. Johnson, Vice President Pro Tempore, New York State Senate, letter dated 
August 30, 2000. 

57. Henry L. Barton, Jr., Clerk of the Legislature, letter dated September 19, 2000 (enclosing 
a sense resolution adopted by the Suffolk County Legislature on September 12, 2000). 

58. Gene Gaye, resident of Huntington, letter dated October 6, 2000. 

C. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Comment 1: Table S-3 should be modified to include the matters described in Amtrak's 
comments. For example, "Construction Impacts: Transportation," should de
scribe the potential impacts to Amtrak as described above, or, preferably, the 
mitigation to be provided so that Amtrak service and operations will not be 
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impacted. No mitigation should be included under the assumption that 
Amtrak will pay for it. Under "Property Acquisitions," note should be made 
of the need to relocate numerous Amtrak facilities at Sunnyside Yard, and 
whether the plan is for permanent or temporary relocation. Other changes 
should be made to conform the summary with the comments noted above. 
(Ernst 38) 

The Executive Summary of the FEIS has been revised to be consistent with 
all other changes made to the body of the document. 

PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

Comment 2: 

Response: 

Comment3: 

Response: 

Comment4: 

Response: 

We support the East Side Access Project as part of the broader regional cam
paign to expand the role of the commuter rail network in meeting transporta
tion needs. The Access to the Region's Core (ARC) team has worked with the 
East Side Access Project team so that ARC complements East Side Access. 
Activating the 63rd Street Tunnel is not just a convenience for LIRR riders, 
but a step in solving the broader problem of providing adequate commuter rail 
capacity to Midtown. There is no long-term answer for the problems at Penn 
Station without opening a second facility for LIRR in Manhattan, as this 
project would do. At the same time, the East Side Access Project protects the 
possibility for a future connection between Grand Central and Penn Station, 
which may be proposed as part of ARC. Please make sure that the final design 
of East Side Access continues to protect this possibility. (Venech 1) 

Comment noted. The preferred design option reflected in the FEIS (Option 2) 
would protect the possibility for a future connection between Grand Central 
Terminal (GCT) and Penn Station. 

The East Side Access Project also complements the MT A/Port Authority 
partnership providing new options for access to John F. Kennedy Interna
tional Airport (JFK). When LIRR service becomes available at GCT, JFK 
passengers will have a choice of accessing the service from two midtown lo
cations. The capacity expansion for the network will facilitate the eventual 
provision after this project is complete of one-seat service to JFK. (Venech 2) 

Comment noted. 

Numerous commenters expressed their general support for the project. 
(Silverman 1, Steinberg 2, Angelakos 2, Elmer 2, Hitch 3, Olmstead 6, 
Landers 1, Pally 1, Skelos 1, Schank 15) 

Comments noted. 
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CommentS: 

Response: 

Comment6: 

Response: 

Comment 7: 

Response: 

Comment 8: 

Response: 

Comment 9: 

Response: 

Numerous commenters described the benefits of East Side Access and rea
sons why the project should be constructed. (Silverman 2, Steinberg 1, 
Schreibman 3, Troy 4, Pally 2, Rose 2) 

Comments noted. 

Numerous commenters described the benefits of East Side Access and gave 
their conditional support for the project. (Silverman 2, Duane 3, Zupan 6, 
Russianoff7, Dobrow 1, Rose 1) 

Comments noted. 

The current commute from Long Island to the East Side of Manhattan is hor
rendous (as is the commute on the Lexington Avenue No.6 subway). (Troy 2) 

Comment noted. 

Several commenters described the history of project. (Zupan 5, Hitch 3, 
Olmstead 2) 

Comments noted. 

It is not entirely true that the East Side Access Project is a suburban project. 
The project increases access to jobs in Manhattan's core, thus strengthening 
the city's economic base. In addition, the project can provide additional ser
vice to underserved areas of Queens (which, along with Brooklyn, is also on 
Long Island). (Olmstead 5) 

Comment noted. The DEIS notes that the project would benefit the entire 
region. 

Comment 10: The project would disproportionately benefit certain suburban commuters at 
the cost of city residents. (Gualtieri 1, Russianoff 1, Pearlstein 3) 

Response: The East Side Access Project would benefit the entire New York metropoli
tan region, not just certain suburban commuters (see also the comment 
above). In addition to the commuters from Long Island who benefit from im
proved trips to the city, the project would also benefit residents of New York 
City as well. These benefits would include the following: 

• Support for the continued growth of jobs in Manhattan and the regional 
economy, which is driven by the Manhattan CBD. The East Side Access 
Project is one of a number of Long Range Planning Framework projects 
that seeks to improve transportation connectivity within the New York 
Metropolitan Region, an important factor in keeping Manhattan competi
tive as a national and global center of commerce. 
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• Reduced crowding on Queens-Manhattan and West Side subway lines. 
During the AM peak hour in 2010, 1,185 fewer riders would board the 
Manhattan-bound No. 7 Flushing line, which currently operates close to ca
pacity during peak periods. The project would also remove approximately 
6,000 riders on the northbound, or uptown, A/C/E lines in the AM peak 
hour alone in 2010, as well as approximately 700 passengers on the 1/2/3/9 
lines at 34th Street. 

• Increased service to LIRR stations in eastern Queens. The Preferred Alter
native would increase peak hour service on the Port Washington Branch, 
which serves nine stations in Queens, as well as to other stations in Queens 
on the Main Line and Babylon Branches and other branches with stations 
in Queens. Service from Jamaica to the entire the East Side of Manhattan, 
as well as to points north of Manhattan, would be streamlined via a connec
tion between Jamaica and the subway and MNR at GCT. Furthermore, con
nection to the LIRR at GCT would improve the ability of reverse com
muters who live in New York City to access jobs in eastern Queens and in 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties. 

• Significant reductions in traffic. The Preferred Alternative would reduce 
daily vehicle miles traveled in New York City by almost 230,000 by 2020. 
This is in comparison with a reduction of almost 145,000 in the "suburbs" 
of Nassau County and Suffolk County. Fewer cars would use city streets 
and there would be less congestion on major river crossings into Manhat
tan. These congestion reductions benefit city residents and businesses alike. 

• Significant reductions air pollution as a result of reductions in vehicle miles 
traveled. New York City residents would experience reductions in regional 
mobile source pollutants on the order of hundreds of tons per year. More 
than two-thirds of these pollutant reductions would occur within New York 
City. 

Comment 11: Chapter 1, page 1-5, Table 1-1 adds up to 101 percent, not 100 percent. 
(Chiang 3) 

Response: This table adds to 101 percent because of rounding. 

Comment 12: The East Side Access Project should coordinate with regional entities such as 
New Jersey Transit (NJ Transit), Amtrak, and sister agencies to prevent the 
duplication of equipment and services and investigate through-running NJ 
Transit and LIRR trains at Penn Station. (Azumah 3; Schumacher 4) 

Response: As described in the EIS in Chapter 1, "Project Purpose and Need," (see page 
1-19) and in Chapter 23, "Process and Public Participation," the project has 
coordinated extensively with regional transportation entities, including Am
trak and NJ Transit. Further, the project includes a new rail station at Sunny
side, Queens, that can be used not only by LIRR but also by NJ Transit and 
Amtrak. Through-running ofNJ Transit and LIRR trains is being investigated 
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by the Port Authority ofNew York & New Jersey (PANYNJ) as part of its 
ARC study. 

Comment 13: This project should be coordinated with and move forward in conjunction 
with the Air Train Project. (Cornelius 1) 

Response: 

Kennedy Airport Access is an important component of the plan developed by 
the Committee for Better Transit. With LIRR access completed in 4 to 5 
years, instead of 11, a direct one-seat ride to Kennedy Airport could be of
fered from GCT, avoiding the costly Port Authority shuttle link. CBT takes 
strong exception to two points raised by LIRR planners: 1) that the East Side 
Access Project is for the exclusive use of LIRR commuters, and 2) that peak 
hour capacity constraints preclude direct operation of express trains to 
Kennedy Airport. (Haikalis 6) 

The East Side Access Terminal is the best starting point for another important 
link in the city's transit system-a one-seat rail trip from Manhattan to John 
F. Kennedy International Airport. The DEIS should evaluate an alternative 
scenario that includes a one-seat ride to JFK from the new East Side Access 
terminal. At the very least, the new terminal should be built in a way that 
would accommodate a one-seat ride to JFK in the future. Unless the DEIS is 
revised to include consideration of a one-seat ride to JFK, the public and deci
sion-makers will be denied an opportunity to fully evaluate and comment on 
the potential effects of the proposal. (Rose 3) 

The DEIS should evaluate how the proposed action would affect the potential 
to provide a one-seat ride to JFK in the future. In the DEIS, peak-hour fore
casts indicate that all 24 LIRR trains using the 63rd Street Tunnel and ser
vicing Grand Central Terminal would be devoted to increasing LIRR com
muter service under the proposed action. This would preclude the possibility 
of providing a one-seat ride to JFK from Grand Central. (Rose 4) 

As described in the DEIS in Chapter 1 (see pages 1-24 and 1-25), the East 
Side Access Project is coordinating with PANYNJ's Air Train Project, which 
involves a light rail link from the Howard Beach subway station on the A line 
to John F. Kennedy Airport, and a connection between the airport and both 
LIRR and MTA New York City Transit (NYCT) service at Jamaica station in 
Queens. This intermodal transportation center at Jamaica is due to be com
pleted in 2003. The East Side Access Project would ensure that all improve
ments required at Jamaica station for the additional LIRR service would be 
compatible with the Air Train Project. Further, the new control room required 
for the Air Train at Jamaica is being designed as a dual facility shared by 
LIRR and PANYNJ. 

The Preferred Alternative does not preclude a one-seat ride to JFK in the fu
ture. The service plan for 24 trains in the peak hour described in the DEIS is 
designed to meet the goals and objectives of the East Side Access Project and 
is based on ridership projections for 2020. The service plan will continue to 
be refined through the project development process. 
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Comment 14: The long-term ability to improve transportation from New Jersey and the west 
should be added as a goal of the East Side Access Project. I urge you to con
sider the feasibility of integrating the East Side Access Project into an overall 
plan such as is contemplated in ARC. (Salmon 2) 

Response: As discussed on page 1-15 of the DEIS, East Side Access project goals were 
developed at the start of the planning process and refined during initial prob
lem identification and public outreach. The East Side Access Project has been 
developed in coordination with ARC and the other projects included in the 
MT A Long Range Planning Framework. 

Comment 15: NJ Transit has been working with MT A and PANYNJ on the ARC study. As 
the DEIS states, there has been coordination of these two projects, and others 
through MTA's Long Range Planning Framework. I am hopeful that this 
coordination will continue as the ESA project advances through the FEIS and 
engineering design phases, and it would be reassuring to see a statement to 
that effect included in the FEIS. (Warsh 1) 

Response: The FEIS includes a statement to that effect in Chapter 1, "Project Purpose 
and Need." 

Comment 16: Although a build alternative has not yet been selected for ARC, continued and 
active coordination with ARC is strongly recommended. Specifically, NJ 
Transit recommends that the ESA project allow for a commuter rail connec
tion between New York Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal as identi
fied in the early phases of the ARC. In addition, it would be desirable for 
ESA to incorporate features to ensure the minimum disruption to GCT when 
the connection is advanced. (Warsh 2) 

Response: The East Side Access Project has coordinated with ARC throughout its plan
ning and preliminary design and engineering phase and will continue to coor
dinate with ARC through final design and construction. Option 2 (the selected 
engineering option) preserves the possibility for alternatives developed under 
ARC to use GCT. 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

DESIGN ALTERNATIVES 

Comment 17: The DEIS is deficient because it has not presented reasonable alternatives for 
public evaluation. It is not reasonable for public agencies to simply say that 
they have thought about other alternatives but discarded them because the 
agencies did not think they met the project's goals. (Fruchtman 9) 

Response: The East Side Access DEIS is the result of a planning process that has been 
underway for more than 30 years. In January of 1995, the process reached a 
point where project goals and objectives, along with project alternatives, were 
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developed as part of an MIS sponsored by the MT A and LIRR and carried out 
under the auspices of the FT A, the New York Metropolitan Transportation 
Council (NYMTC), and the MT A. At the start of the MIS process, public 
meetings on the scope of the analysis were held, at which the public was 
invited to comment on and present alternatives. Several of the "long list" 
alternatives in the MIS were developed as a result of the scoping process. The 
MIS considered a total of 21 separate "build" alternatives, as described in de
tail in the MIS. Appendix A of the DEIS provides an extensive summary of 
the "long list" of 21 alternatives considered, the methodology for screening 
these alternatives down to a "refined list" of alternatives, and the process by 
which the Preferred Alternative was chosen. As part of the long-list 
screening, alternatives were eliminated if they did not meet the project goals 
identified in the MIS-1) to relieve capacity constraints in Penn Station, and 
2) to improve travel times to East Midtown Manhattan. The public was given 
the opportunity to comment on the findings of the MIS, including its selection 
of a Preferred Alternative, through dozens of public information meetings and 
a public hearing. 

Comment 18: The alternatives presented are not sufficient to be considered a fair review of 
other practical alternatives, especially in light of the $4.3 billion cost and the 
long period of construction and disruption involved. Other, less costly 
alternatives could accomplish the same goals as the Preferred Alternative. 
(Fruchtman 1; Haikalis 1; Landow 1, 2; Schumacher 4, 5, 6; Pearlstein 2) 

Response: While the 21 alternatives considered in the MIS (see response to previous 
comment) and summarized in Appendix A of the DEIS included alternatives 
less costly than the one chosen as the Preferred Alternative, it was determined 
that these less costly alternatives would not have accomplished the goals and 
objectives set forth at the outset of the MIS. 

Comment 19: Other alternatives should be included in the DEIS: 1) A new tunnel from the 
most westerly end of the present LIRR tracks in Queens directly into GCT 
that can carry hi-level trains; 2) An extension of the 42nd Street Shuttle train 
west and south to Penn Station and farther west to the Javits Center, and east 
to a new Second A venue subway station, eliminating the need for an LIRR 
terminal at GCT; 3) Connect the LIRR to Lower Manhattan by extending ser
vice from the Atlantic Terminal in Brooklyn via subway lines; 4) Improve 
CBD hubs outside of Manhattan to direct new growth away from Manhattan's 
CBD. (Fruchtman 7, 8; Schumacher 6) 

Response: 

The only hard alternative that has been studied has no capacity in the 63rd 
Street Tunnel for hi-level trains. (Fruchtman 3) 

As described above, the MIS analyzed a wide range of alternatives and identi
fied the Preferred Alternative for analysis in the DEIS. Many of these were 
reevaluated in the DEIS process. The specific alternatives described above 
were not selected as the Preferred Alternative, for the following reasons: 
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1) The alternatives considered included a new tunnel to GCT, which is the 
Preferred Alternative. This alternative uses the existing 63rd Street Tunnel, 
which cannot currently accommodate hi-level trains. The Preferred Alterna
tive allows 24 trains to reach Grand Central Terminal in the peak hour, which 
is adequate to meet long-term projected demand. The MIS also considered 
other alternatives, including a new tunnel beneath the East River (see Appen
dix A of the DEIS). 

2) Extending the Shuttle train west and south to Penn Station and beyond 
would not meet the key goals and objectives of the East Side Access Project: 
it would not improve travel time to East Midtown Manhattan for LIRR com
muters significantly, it would not relieve train traffic congestion into Penn 
Station or allow LIRR to increase its capacity into Manhattan during the peak 
period, and it would not provide a one-seat ride for LIRR commuters. Such an 
extension would only eliminate the need for some commuters to transfer from 
the uptown 112/3/9 train to the Shuttle train, saving a minority of commuters 
a small amount of travel time each day. 

3) Alternatives that connect the LIRR to Lower Manhattan by extending ser
vice from the Atlantic Terminal via subway lines were evaluated in the MIS 
phase of the project (see alternatives 9C, 9D, 9E, and 9F). Such alternatives 
were deemed to be operationally and institutionally infeasible, and were not 
evaluated past the initial screening oflong-list alternatives. This issue is also 
being addressed by MTA's Lower Manhattan Access study. 

4) Policies related to the direction of growth and land use changes in New 
York City are within the purview of the City ofNew York, not MTA or FTA. 
While New York City is currently seeking to direct growth to areas outside of 
Manhattan's CBD, it is not anticipated that growth outside Manhattan will re
place growth in Manhattan, as projected by metropolitan transportation plan
ning agencies. Nonetheless, the LIRR station proposed at Sunnyside, Queens 
as part of the East Side Access Project would play an important role in sup
porting development of a new central business district in Long Island City, an 
area that the New York City Department of City Planning is actively seeking 
to create. The City's plans for the CBD in Long Island City are described in 
Chapter 3 of the EIS, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy." 

Comment 20: A LIRR station at 31st Street and Park A venue would be less costly than the 
Preferred Alternative yet still achieve project goals of giving commuters di
rect access to East Midtown Manhattan. (Schumacher 4) 

Response: The MIS considered two alternatives with new stations on the East Side along 
the route to Penn Station (see Appendix A, Alternatives 5 and 6). One of 
these alternatives was eliminated from consideration because it would aggra
vate congestion at Penn Station; the other was eliminated because of several 
factors that made it potentially operationally infeasible. These included the 
additional time added to each train's schedule because of the need to stop at 
the new station en route to Penn Station, the constraints to reverse peak ser
vice through the East River tunnels, and the limits to flexibility because of the 
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short distance between the new station and Penn Station. Moreover, as shown 
in Figure 9C-7 in the DEIS, the majority ofLIRR passengers who travel to the 
East Side seek destinations north of 42nd Street. 

Comment 21: There is an inadequate comparison and evaluation in the DEIS of the possibil
ity of bringing both the LIRR Port Washington Branch and Main Lines 
through the 63rd Street Tunnel to the formerly proposed Third A venue 
Terminal. (Epstein 9, Schumacher 5) 

Response: MIS Alternative 4C (Third Avenue via the Main Line) considered this possi
bility as part of its in depth evaluation of the "refined list of project alterna
tives." As summarized on pages A-16 to A-18 of Appendix A to the East Side 
Access DEIS, this alternative was determined to generate fewer daily riders, 
save less travel time, cost more, and have greater community and environ
mental impacts than the alternative chosen as the Preferred Alternative and 
evaluated in the DEIS (and FEIS). 

Comment 22: Since a significant segment of the market has destinations in the East SO's, a 
combined LIRR!MNR station should be constructed in the area from 53rd to 
57th Street, at which all trains en route to GCT would stop. (Landow 3) 

Response: As described in Chapter 2 of the EIS, the Preferred Alternative would include 
exits from GCT as far north as 48th or 49th Street, allowing passengers to 
head north directly from the platform. Creating a new station in the East SO's 
would not be practicable, because it would be immediately adjacent to the 
platforms at GCT, which extend as far north as approximately 48th Street. Fi
nally, MNR and LIRR tracks in this area would be completely separate, 
making a combined station very difficult. 

Comment 23: A streamlined alternative, the "Apple Corridor," proposed by the Committee 
for Better Transit (CBT), can accomplish LIRR access to GCT for $1 billion 
rather than over $3 billion. A benefit-cost analysis of Apple Corridor versus 
Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative should be conducted. (Haikalis 1, 
Pearlstein 2, Troy 1) 

Response: 

The region has far more transportation needs than the expected funding can 
support. Thus, it is critical that the "gold plating" be removed from this 
project and the link be built in the most "streamlined" cost-effective manner. 
To do this, additions and modifications should be considered and the margin
al cost/benefit analysis be completed on each change or group of changes. 
(Dobrow 2) 

The Apple Corridor plan, published by the Committee for Better Transit in 
June 1996, was evaluated along with a number of other alternatives in the 
MIS phase of the East Side Access Project and again during the development 
of the DEIS. It was determined that the alternative eventually chosen as the 
Preferred Alternative was superior to the Apple Corridor plan in a number of 
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ways. A summary of that evaluation can be found on page A-22 of Appendix 
A to the DEIS. Subsequent refinements to the Preferred Alternative as re
flected in the DEIS have been developed with consideration of costs and 
effectiveness. 

In particular, the Apple Corridor plan does not meet the East Side Access Pro
ject's goals and objectives. The Apple Corridor plan is not capable of sus
taining as high a level of service as East Side Access, and cannot meet the 
service requirements of its own ridership forecast (for more on this, please 
see the additional responses related to Apple Corridor, below). As also de
tailed below, the Apple Corridor would remove five active Metro-North 
tracks and three platforms from MNR service, restricting MNR's operations 
and cutting offMNR access to the upper-level loop track. 

Perhaps most important, the estimated cost for the Apple Corridor plan is 
missing key components required to make it feasible. Key elements include 
the underpinning ofbuildings of Metro-North tunnels (as in Option 1 of the 
Preferred Alternative), changes to platforms at GCT, additional cross pas
sages and exits at GCT, new LIRR vehicles, midday train storage yards, ade
quate connections at Harold, and real estate easements and acquisitions. The 
plan also underestimates the costs of systems and of finishes in GCT. Inclu
sion of these elements and adequate rolling stock would make the cost of the 
Harold to GCT segment of Apple Corridor comparable to East Side Access. 

Comment 24: The Committee for Better Transit (CBT) plan, which would use the five 
westernmost upper-level platform tracks and the upper level loop track for 
LIRR 63rd Street Tunnel service, has only modest, if any, impacts on Metro
North operations. (Haikalis 2) 

Response: The CBT scheme would remove five active Metro-North tracks and three 
platforms from MNR service, restricting MNR's operations and cutting off 
MNR access to the upper-level loop track. Additionally, construction of the 
CBT scheme would (like construction of Option 1 of the Preferred Alterna
tive) require taking critical MNR tracks out of service for extended periods of 
time. Moreover, the Apple Corridor Plan would not provide any additional 
cross-passageways or exits in GCT to handle additional passengers. 

Comment 25: The CBT plan provides capacity for LIRR operations at GCT equivalent to 
that of either option of the Preferred Alternative as outlined in the DEIS-24 
trains allocated to the LIRR and 6 for direct Kennedy Airport service. 
(Haikalis 3) 

Response: As outlined in its 1996 plan, Apple Corridor cannot provide the required level 
of service for LIRR customers provided by East Side Access. The CBT ser
vice goal at GCT is to aim for a capacity of 30 trains per hour. The ability to 
achieve such a service level within the Apple Corridor plan has not been 
demonstrated. 
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Apple Corridor's loop track at GCT is not suitable for operating the numbers 
of commuter rail trains in reverse service that would be required to achieve 
East Side Access service levels. Additionally, Apple Corridor's simplified 
track scheme at Harold Interlocking in Sunnyside would not allow reliable 
operation of peak-direction trains to and from GCT and Penn Station, which 
would limit the system's capacity. Furthermore, the new vehicles proposed by 
the plan would fit far fewer passengers than LIRR commuter trains (320 to 
640 passengers per train, vs. 1,440 for a typical LIRR train). For these rea
sons, the Apple Corridor cannot provide the service required for the riders it 
predicts would use the new system. 

Comment 26: The CBT plan provides a midday storage plan for LIRR railcars that would 
eliminate the need for the creation of a new storage yard in Queens. One plan 
would be to increase reverse-peak service and have trains lay up at the eastern 
ends of LIRR lines (as is done for NYCT subways and buses), thereby re
ducing costs. (Haikalis 4) 

The project should evaluate a minimum approach of providing connection 
from the 63rd Street Tunnel to only two LIRR tracks at Sunnyside and pro
viding no new storage facilities. (Dobrow 3) 

Response: The LIRR Main Line to Jamaica consists of four tracks. Currently, it operates 
with three tracks in the peak direction and one track in the reverse peak direc
tion. The peak service at GCT and Penn Station would utilize the entire ca
pacity of the three peak-direction tracks, and the single reverse peak track 
would be able to sustain only about one-third as many trains as the three 
tracks. The balance of two-thirds of the trains must be provided with midday 
storage somewhere west of Harold Interlocking. Given that the LIRR's West 
Side Yard at Penn Station is already fully utilized, the requirement for East 
Side Access midday storage is absolute, barring an increase in the number of 
Main Line tracks, which has never been contemplated. The costs of such a 
proposal are inestimable. For these reasons, East Side Access must construct 
a midday storage yard in Queens, as well as dedicated leads from the 63rd 
Street Tunnel to that yard (requiring more than two tracks connecting the tun
nel to the LIRR mainline). For further discussion of reverse peak service, see 
response to Comment 39 below. 

Comment 27: More productive use of existing Penn Station tunnels can be accomplished in 
the near term, prior to the construction of East Side Access: "through opera
tion" of trains from New Jersey to Long Island, construction of the Sunnyside 
Station prior to completion of East Side Access, coordinating other subway 
projects with East Side Access to relieve crowding on both Penn Station area 
subways and the Lexington A venue line. (Haikalis 5) 

Response: Regarding coordinating the East Side Access Project with other subway 
projects to relieve Lexington Avenue subway crowding, Chapter 9 of the 
DEIS discusses a number of measures to mitigate anticipated crowding. The 
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LIRR and NYCT continue to collaborate on means of improving subway ser
vice and connections in and around both Penn Station and GCT. Please see 
section 9C of the FEIS and response to Comment 92 below for details on the 
mitigation for subway crowding. 

Regarding through operation of trains, the East Side Access Project does not 
preclude this concept, as discussed in the response to Comment 3 7. Through
running ofNJ Transit and LIRR trains is being investigated by the PANYNJ 
as part of its ARC study. 

Regarding construction of Sunnyside station prior to completion of East Side 
Access, see response to Comment 51 below. 

Comment 28: I have submitted a number of reports noting the benefits of alterations to the 
design of the project and how it brings LIRR trains into GCT, including con
nections to the Biltmore Room, using the existing loop track, and simplifying 
the approach into GCT from Park Avenue. The plans described in these re
ports should be included in the DEIS as a third option of the Preferred Alter
native. Specifically, my suggestions are as follows: 1) A direct connection be
tween the LIRR platforms and the Biltmore Room should be incorporated in
to the Preferred Alternative, as detailed in my report, "LIRR Access to the 
GCT Arrival Station (Biltmore Room)," October 1999. 2) Ifthe Grand Cen
tral loop track were to be used to its full capacity of 12 mph instead of 6 mph 
(as detailed in "More Than You Ever Wanted to Know About the Grand Cen
tral Loop Tracks" November 1999), this would eliminate the need for stub
ended tracks for the LIRR terminal, an interlocking north of the terminal, and 
grade-separated approaches to the terminal, all in Option 1 of the Preferred 
Alternative. (Landow 2) 

Response: The two options of the Preferred Alternative were developed after careful 
consideration of many factors, including those that constrain MNR operations 
at GCT. The option referenced in this comment appears similar to Option 1, 
but would use MNR tracks JandA for LIRR access to GCT, among other dif
ferences. MNR has indicated that severe operational constraints would occur 
should track J be taken out of service for even a temporary time period to con
struct Option 1. Taking these tracks permanently for LIRR usage would 
create an unacceptable impact on MNR service. Moreover, MT A has selected 
Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative rather than Option 1, as it is superior 
particularly in terms of risks during construction. Since Option 1 would have 
to be constructed in close proximity to both Park A venue building basements 
and existing Metro North tunnels, regardless of how the loop track is used, it 
would be more difficult to construct than Option 2. 

It is anticipated that both options of the Preferred Alternative would include 
connection from the platforms to the Biltmore Room. Option 1 would connect 
the two westernmost LIRR platforms up into the Biltmore Room, similar to 
the plan suggested in the paper. Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative could 
likewise include a connection from the southern end of the LIRR concourse, 
up into the Biltmore Room. (Connections to the Biltmore Room are subject 
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to approval by the State Historic Preservation Office at the New York State 
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation.) 

Comment 29: To get East Side Access trains off the Main Line and onto the spur that leads 
to GCT, a flying junction is necessary. A slow, 20 or 30 mph, junction would 
be a waste of money. (Azumah 2) 

Response: The East Side Access Project does not include a slow junction. A slow speed 
junction would adversely affect train schedules, and would also adversely af
fect the overall capacity of the Main Line by requiring Penn Station-bound 
trains to slow down behind GCT-bound trains. The project's design for the 
reconfigured Harold Interlocking incorporates #20 turnouts for all three East 
Side Access connections, which are suitable for diverging moves at 40 miles 
per hour. This is the maximum speed allowed by the curvature of the tracks 
in the tunnels to be built under Sunnyside Yard. 

Comment 30: If you are going to build a separate terminal for the LIRR, make sure you have 
a connection from the Metro-North main tracks that come from the upstate re
gions down to the new LIRR terminal. (Azumah 6) 

Response: A track connection between LIRR and MNR is not contemplated. Please note 
that the two systems use different types of third-rail shoes for power. 

Comment 31: I would prefer Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative if and only if LIRR elec
tric trains will have dual shoes (i.e., top-running and bottom-running third rail 
shoes). Since this is not practical, Option 2 should be chosen. (Hitch 1) 

I prefer Option 2, because it would be less expensive and less disruptive. 
(Ausnit 1) 

Response: As described in Chapter 2 of the EIS, Option 2 is the preferred engineering 
option for the Manhattan alignment and station. 

Comment 32: Make sure the two outer tracks can be pointed in a direction to continue on to 
downtown Manhattan, as is currently being studied for the Lower Manhattan 
Access Project. (Azumah 7) 

Response: All of the LIRR tracks at GCT under either option would point to the south. 

Comment 33: Option 2 is potentially consistent with the goal of the ARC study while 
Option 1 is not. For this reason, Option 1 of the Preferred Alternative should 
be eliminated from consideration due to its higher cost and reduced transpor
tation benefit to the region in the long run. (Salmon 1) 
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Response: The relative advantages of Option 2 over Option 1 are noted in the DEIS on 
pages S-1 0 and 2-11. As described there, Option 2 is the preferred engi
neering option for the Preferred Alternative. 

Comment 34: Evaluate the feasibility of modifying the Preferred Alternative Option 2 in the 
future to extend the deep rock tunnels to the south and west, thereby con
verting the proposed terminal to a through-station. (Salmon 3) 

Response: Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative protects the possibility for a future con
nection between Grand Central Terminal (GCT) and other points. 

Comment 35: The DEIS did not analyze the TSM Alternative as rigorously as the No Build 
and the two Build options. For example, the DEIS discusses the possibility 
that a new Queens ferry pier may be needed to accommodate future riders 
from increased train service to Long Island City; however, it defers the analy
sis of that possibility by stating that environmental impacts of that action 
would be addressed in future permitting actions, should those take place. 
Also, the air quality section attempts to dismiss the necessity for modeling the 
TSM Alternative, claiming that it would not generate significant vehicular ac
tivity or affect traffic conditions significantly in the Manhattan study area. 
However, the TSM Alternative will affect transportation operations in both 
Manhattan and Queens, as well as other projects that are planned to be com
pleted, such as the first phase of the MESA project, but those impacts to the 
transportation system are never fully considered in the DEIS. As such, claims 
of insignificant increases in bus volumes and traffic volumes may not be 
valid. We strongly recommend that the FEIS present a more comprehensive 
analysis of the environmental impacts of the TSM Alternative. (Hargrove 3) 

Response: The Council on Environmental Quality's regulations ( 40 CFR Part 1500) im
plementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require that EISs 
"should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the alterna
tives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a 
clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the public" 
(40 CFR 1502.14). In addition to the Preferred Alternative, the DEIS prepared 
for the East Side Access Project includes two other alternatives for compari
son to the project: the No Action Alternative and the Transportation Systems 
Management (TSM) Alternative. Both are provided to allow decisionmakers 
and the public to understand the benefits and impacts of the Preferred Alter
native in the context of what would happen without the project, and what 
would happen with a smaller investment in transportation improvements. 

As described in the DEIS, the purpose of the TSM Alternative for East Side 
Access is to increase capacity (and, consequently, ridership) for commuters 
traveling from Long Island to the East Side of Manhattan without a major in
vestment offunds. Consequently, the TSM Alternative presented in the DEIS 
consists primarily of changes to service provided on the LIRR (e.g., longer 
trains, increased frequency, better connections to the subway and ferry), and 
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would not involve major construction. The detailed ridership analysis con
ducted for the project included projections of riders for the No Action, TSM, 
and Preferred Alternatives, and demonstrates that the TSM Alternative cannot 
meet the goals of the project: it would not substantially increase the number 
of riders on the LIRR or significantly change the numbers of people traveling 
to the East Side of Manhattan via the LIRR. Overall, the TSM Alternative 
would have only a slight reduction in the number of vehicle trips to Manhat
tan from the No Action Alternative. 

For these reasons, the analysis of the TSM Alternative in the DEIS is appro
priate. Overall, the TSM Alternative would not differ greatly in its effects~ 
whether benefits or adverse effects~from the No Action Alternative. Each 
chapter of the DEIS includes a discussion of the TSM Alternative that ex
plains how it differs from the No Action Alternative, if at all. Where relevant, 
these analyses are provided in detail (for example, detailed discussions of the 
visual and aesthetic considerations, historic resources, and archaeological re
sources are provided for the TSM Alternative), and where meaningful, they 
are quantified in the DEIS. Specifically, the ridership forecasts provided in 
Appendix C and summarized in Chapter 9 provide conclusions for the No 
Action, TSM, and Preferred Alternatives. The effect of the service changes 
included in the TSM Alternative would be to shift some LIRR riders who 
would otherwise arrive at Penn Station to the LIRR terminals at Hunterspoint 
Avenue and Long Island City in Queens, and Flatbush Avenue in Brooklyn 
(see Table 9B-2 on page 9B-5 in the DEIS). Most of these new riders would 
transfer to the subways near those terminal stations, although some would 
also transfer to the ferry. The analysis in Chapter 9, section D describes the 
effects of the new riders in the TSM Alternative on the No. 7 subway line. 
Table 9B-4 has been revised in the FEIS to list the riders generated by the 
TSM Alternative as well as the No Action and Preferred Alternatives. 

With respect to the pier cited in the comment, please note that, given the 
ridership projections for the TSM Alternative, a new pier at the Queens ferry 
terminal may not be necessary. Nonetheless, the DEIS does indicate the po
tential for an impact on water quality from the TSM Alternative and cites the 
need for permits from appropriate agencies. The permitting process is in
tended to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts on water quality. With respect 
to air quality, the DEIS indicates that the TSM Alternative would not change 
traffic conditions in Manhattan or on Long Island in comparison with the No 
Action condition. This statement is correct and supported by the ridership 
forecasts and traffic analyses presented in Chapter 9. Without a change in ve
hicular trips, air quality also would not change compared with the No Action 
Alternative. Regardless of the other transportation projects planned for there
gion, the TSM Alternative still would not increase vehicular trips to Manhat
tan and therefore would not affect microscale air quality. 
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OPERATIONAL ASPECTS 

Comment 36: There is no storage capacity at Grand Central so you have to bring the trains 
back through those tunnels, which will reduce capacity. (Fruchtman 4) 

We have a lot of storage concerns: where will you put the extra trains? 
(Azumah4) 

Response: As described in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives," East Side Access trains 
would be stored during the midday period in a new storage yard adjacent to 
Sunnyside Yard in Queens. With this design, the project would bring 24 
trains to GCT during the peak hour, which would meet long-term demand. 

Comment 37: Together with any East Side Access plan should be through-running of NJ 
Transit and LIRR trains through Penn Station. At present, both LIRR and NJ 
Transit must both reverse direction at Penn Station, yet the station is designed 
for through operation. This would benefit passengers who desire to travel be
tween points in New Jersey and Long Island. There would be no additional 
cost. In fact, there would be cost savings in the number of trains required as 
well as in reduced crews. Limited new catenary could be strung to serve NJ 
Transit cars (Schumacher 7, Azumah 3) 

Response: 

Any rail project in the region should be designed consistent with the goal of 
converting the existing discrete commuter rail lines into an integrated re
gional rail system with through-running and pattern operations. (Dobrow 6) 

NJ Transit currently runs through Penn Station and the East River Tunnels to 
Sunnyside Yard in Queens, where it stores trains during the midday. The Pre
ferred Alternative strives to integrate regional commuter rail lines in anum
ber of ways: 1) by introducing LIRR service into GCT, allowing for easy 
transfers to and from MNR service; 2) by constructing a Sunnyside station 
that could be used by regional commuter rail providers such as the LIRR, 
Amtrak, and NJ Transit; 3) by reducing train traffic congestion at Penn Sta
tion, potentially allowing MNR to introduce service to West Midtown Man
hattan; 4) by designing a LIRR terminal at GCT that could potentially be ex
tended south, to Lower Manhattan, or south and west, to Penn Station. 

Through-running of NJ Transit and LIRR trains is being investigated by 
PANYNJ as part of its ARC study. 

Comment 38: Although the project doesn't suggest additional service to stations on LIRR 
lines such as the Port Washington Branch and the Atlantic Branch in Queens, 
the project should look at the possibility of more service on these branches. 
(Olmstead 1) 

Response: As described in the DEIS in Chapter 2 (see page 2-25), it is anticipated that 
three to six trains would be added during the peak hour on the Port Washing
ton Branch as well as the Babylon and Ronkonkoma Branches, and two trains 
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would be added during the peak hour on the Long Beach, Far Rockaway, and 
Hempstead Branches. 

Comment 39: It would be helpful to know more about the future of reverse-peak service; 
this is not explained thoroughly. A full description of expected LIRR service 
to Penn Station and GCT after completion of East Side Access should be in 
the body of the final EIS. (Schank 13) 

Response: The DEIS discusses operational aspects of the project in Chapter 2, "Project 
Alternatives," on page 2-25, and presents a service plan for LIRR service to 
Penn Station and GCT on page 9B-3 and 9B-4, as well as in Appendix C, 
"Ridership Forecasting Results Report." As noted in the DEIS on page 2-25, 
"Reverse commute service on most branches throughout the LIRR system 
would more than double as compared to the No Action Alternative. To ac
commodate GCT service, the Preferred Alternative would increase peak hour 
reverse commute service from 11 trains under the No Action Alternative to 24 
trains, with 12 trains operating from Penn Station and 12 trains operating 
from GCT. Service to Main Line destinations, Ronkonkoma, and Huntington 
stations would be provided at 20-minute intervals from Manhattan during 
peak periods (currently, reverse peak trains run approximately hourly)." This 
information has been added to the discussion of the operating plan provided 
in Chapter 9, section B, in the FEIS (see pages 9B-4 and 9B-5). A detailed 
operating plan for LIRR East Side Access service (which will include details 
of reverse-peak service and full-day scheduling), is being developed as pre
liminary engineering advances, based on the service planning levels indicated 
in the EIS. 

NEW TERMINAL AT GCT 

Comment 40: The project should be evaluated starting with minimum new construction at 
GCT. (Dobrow 5) 

Response: Throughout the evolution of the Preferred Alternative, from its articulation in 
the MIS, to its preliminary design as shown in the DEIS, the project team has 
strived for efficiency in design and construction, in GCT and at all other 
project sites. The Preferred Alternative represents the minimum new con
struction at GCT required to serve the projected demand in 2020. 

Comment 41: The proposed LIRR terminal under GCT in Option 2 of the Preferred Alterna
tive is too deep. At 125 feet below the surface, it would require an escalator 
ride the equivalent of 12 stories up, greater than for any other transit project 
in existence. (Adler 1, Schumacher 1) 

Response: The preliminary design of Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative takes into ac
count a number of factors vital to the successful engineering and operation of 
East Side Access service into GCT. Three factors had to be accounted for in 
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designing the approach to and from the terminal at GCT: 1) the constructa
bility of the tunnels and station without unreasonable risk, 2) the need to 
minimize operational impacts to Metro-North and its customers, and 3) the 
need to transport passengers safely and effectively. 

Please note that since publication of the DEIS, the design of the station to be 
developed under Option 2 has been revised, and to ensure that the terminal 
station and approach tunnels are both constructable and operationally feasi
ble, the depth of the LIRR terminal at GCT may continue to be revised during 
final design and preliminary engineering. Currently, two design concepts are 
being considered for the Option 2 terminal, both of which would require 
fewer tracks and one less platform than presented in the DEIS. Under either 
concept, a new passenger concourse would occupy the westernmost track area 
of GCT's lower level-the area that would be used for LIRR's new tracks 
and platforms under Option 1. New LIRR tracks and platforms would be lo
cated beneath the concourse area. The two design options being considered 
vary in the layout of the tracks and platforms under Option 2: one concept 
would have eight tracks served by four platforms on one new lower level, ap
proximately 90 feet below the new concourse and existing lower level at 
GCT, while the other concept would have eight tracks served by four plat
forms on two new levels, approximately 90 feet and 11 0 feet below the con
course level. Under either concept, passengers would travel to street level on 
several different sets of escalators, not on a single escalator as suggested by 
the comment. Passengers would travel on one of many escalators from the 
platform level to a mezzanine level, then on a different escalator from the 
mezzanine level to the concourse in the existing lower level of Grand Central 
Terminal. From the concourse, they could ascend to a street exit or into Grand 
Central. 

Regardless of the depth ofthe tunnels and terminal at GCT, all areas would 
be designed to be safe-in accordance with NFP A 130 fire regulations, as 
described in the "Safety and Security" section below-and to minimize travel 
times up to the LIRR concourse and the street. The station would be devel
oped following modem safety standards, and would have multiple banks of 
high-speed escalators to bring passengers to the surface. Overall, the new sta
tion design would be state-of-the-art, with safety features more advanced than 
those in existing stations in the region. 

The LIRR terminal at GCT would not be the deepest transit station in exis
tence (for example, Washington State Park station in Portland, Oregon is ap
proximately 280 feet underground and Hampstead Heath station on the 
Northern Line in London is approximately 200 feet deep). In fact, transit sta
tions greater than 100 feet underground are not uncommon, as shown in Table 
28-1. 
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Table 28-1 

Selected Deep Transit Stations 

I 

Station I Location 

Lexington Ave/63rd St, 8/Q Line ! New York, NY 

Approximate 
Depth from Street 

. to Platform (feet) 

190thSt,ALine ! NewYork,NY 210 
Weehawken Stati~n. I ----Weehaw~k~e~n~. N~J--+-----~- ---~~0-- -~-
~~Ljdson-B~en Line _ --+ --t----------

Was~i!}gton State Park ___ L_ Portland, OR _ -+- 280 

Wheaton i _Washington, DC___l_~ ---~____11Q_ __ 
Bethesda __ ~--------~: -- Washington, DC ~ ____ 120 

Medical Cen_!~r_ _________ ( Washington, DC --t _ 122 
Dupont Ciry~ __ j__ _Washington, DC __ 

1

1 105 

Hampstea? Heath, ! London UK 200 
Northern Lme ! • 
"H~ussman_n_L§t. Lazarre, l_j,:;E~L=---=p;_;:;fr;~-~;---_c--11_0 __ 

Avenida de America, Line 9 ' Madrid, Spain 145 
- -- --·----~------

Cuatro Caminos, L-ine 6 tl _ M .. adrid, §Qcl_in __ t-______ 160 
Moto-Asakusa _ ______ __ I~o=-~· J--=a=p=-=a,_,_,n ___ +-___ _,___:__::-_~--- __ 
RoppoQg_i_ _________________ Tokyo, Japan 

_§_tli_r)j_LJ_k_I,! ___________ J Tokyo, Japan 

Ochimachi ___ l Tokyo, Japan -----=-----
Korakuen, Nan-Boku Line i Tokyo, Japan 

Comment 42: The new LIRR station in GCT should be fully ADA accessible, with connec
tions between the LIRR, MNR, and all subway lines in the area created or im
proved. Direct ramp or elevator transfers should be created between the LIRR 
and MNR, and the Lexington Avenue and No.7 subways. (Aryel3) 

Response: The new LIRR station in GCT would be fully ADA accessible and provide con
nections between the LIRR, MNR, and the Main Concourse of GCT. All plat
forms of the new terminal would be served by elevators connecting to the Main 
Concourse. Creating ADA access to the subway stations at GCT would require 
reconfiguring those stations, which is outside the scope and control of the East 
Side Access Project. All subway platforms at GCT, with the exception of the 
No.7 platform, are ADA accessible. Construction of a new elevator to this new 
platform is currently under way, so that the No. 7 platform will be ADA acces
sible as well before the East Side Access Project opens. 

Comment 43: Signs with good contrast and large letters should replace existing signage in 
the Main Concourse, and be included as part of the new LIRR facilities. 
(Aryel4) 
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All signs in the new LIRR facilities would be designed to maximize read
ability. While some signs would be added to existing areas ofGCT, there are 
no plans to replace existing signs in the historic Main Concourse with new 
stgns. 

VENTILATION PLANT AT 47 EAST 44TH STREET 

Comment 44: The ventilation facility proposed for construction at 47 East 44th Street could 
be constructed on property owned by the MT A, eliminating the need to take 
privately owned property. The facility could be constructed in the current 
location of either a 1-story extension in the rear of 34 7 Madison, or a 3-story 
extension on the south side of 45th Street, at the eastern property line of 34 7 
Madison Avenue. (Epstein 1) 

Response: During the Major Investment Study it was recognized that in locating the 
planned LIRR terminal station within the western segment of the lower level 
of GCT a source of outside air must be introduced. The current ventilation 
system in place for MNR depends on existing easements through various air 
rights buildings that are above GCT as its source of outdoor air. 

Two possibilities were explored between 43rd Street and 48th Street: a sur
face location and an underground system in the bed of a street. The under
ground system was not viable because of either the lack of sidewalk surface 
area for ventilation gratings or the encumbrance of such space by below
grade construction, such as the MNR facilities beneath 46th and 47th Streets. 
Further restricting the use of an underground location was the need to accom
modate off-street entrances, which would use the bed of the street to connect 
the lower level of GCT to an entrance within an above-ground building. 

The surface-site alternative required a location adjacent to the west wall of 
the GCT trainshed, which is approximately midblock between Vanderbilt and 
Madison Avenues. The air ducts necessary to move the air, some 300 square 
feet in cross section, could not be located directly above the planned LIRR 
terminal area, as this space is occupied by MNR operating tracks and passen
ger platforms. Each of the blocks between 43rd Street and 48th Street is occu
pied solely by high-rise buildings except for Block 1279, between 44th and 
45th Street. The two properties abutting the west wall of GCT on this block 
are 47 East 44th Street and 347 Madison Avenue, which is owned by the 
MTA. 

A portion of the 347 Madison Avenue site is planned to be used for an off
street entrance, which would require extensive reconfiguration of the building 
utility supply systems located in the cellar areas along the building's 45th 
Street frontage. This extensive reconstruction of the building's utility supply 
systems would also require the use of the cellar area at the building's eastern 
property line (under a 3-story portion of the building), precluding its use as a 
ventilation facility. Furthermore, the structural building columns in thenar
row 3-story portion of 347 Madison Avenue, as well as the adjacent freight 
elevator that services the building and its cellars, prevent this space from 
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being converted for use as a ventilation facility. The 1-story courtyard space 
just south of this narrow 3-story portion of 347 Madison Avenue could not be 
used for the ventilation facility due to its interior location: construction access 
would have to be through the aforementioned 3-story portion of 34 7 Madison 
on the south side of 45th Street, which is not feasible for the reasons men
tioned above. Furthermore, blocking this courtyard would block light and air 
to adjacent building facades. 

Comment 45: Specifics regarding the proposed ventilation and/or HV AC plant proposed for 
47 East 44th Street are inadequate, which leaves in doubt the actual intentions 
ofthe MTA in connection with the proposed condemnation of this building. 
The DEIS states (on pages 6-22 and 6-23) only that the MTA and its sub
sidiaries are not subject to New York City zoning requirements. (Epstein 3) 

Response: The DEIS includes a discussion of the ventilation plant required at 47 East 
44th Street in Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives" (pages 2-21 and 2-22) and 
Chapter 5, "Economic Conditions" (page 5-25). As described in the DEIS 
(see page 6-22), the new facility would occupy the same width and depth as 
the 5-story building now on the site, but would be of a greater (though at this 
time undetermined) height than the structure it would be replacing. The de
sign for the new vent building is still under way. The DEIS also says that "Al
though MT A and its subsidiaries are not subject to New York City zoning re
quirements, the design of the building would be coordinated with appropriate 
city agencies. The owners of adjacent buildings, including the Yale Club, 
would be provided with preliminary engineering design and artist renderings 
of the building, as they become available." The fact that the design of the vent 
plant is not yet finalized does not in any way cast doubt on the need for a ven
tilation facility at 47 East 44th Street to provide fresh air for the new station 
to be developed for East Side Access. 

Comment 46: The proposed ventilation facility would not need occupy the entire 25' x 100' 
plot at 47 East 44th Street. The need for less space is certainly evident under 
Option 1. (Epstein 4) 

Response: Vent shafts, access shafts, and ventilation equipment would occupy the entire 
25' x 100' plot at 47 East 44th Street under either option of the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Comment 47: The proposed ventilation facility at 47 East 44th Street would appear to vent 
into the existing louver vents at the rear of 345 Madison Avenue (owned by 
the MT A), adversely affecting the MTA itself. (Epstein 5) 

Response: Any exhaust that would vent from the roof or front of the proposed ventila
tion facility at 47 East 44th Street would be ducted away from operable win
dows or intake vents on adjacent buildings. 
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SUNNYSIDE STATION 

Comment 48: Think carefully about the design of the Sunnyside station. Make sure passen
gers originating in diesel territory have a viable way of getting to the city. 
Provide an easy and practical transfer without steps (as shown in the drawings 
with escalators). (Troy 2) 

Response: Current plans call for passengers in diesel territory destined for GCT to trans
fer trains at Jamaica station rather than Sunnyside station (which would serve 
only Penn-Station-bound trains). To the extent practicable, the transfer at Ja
maica would be an across-the-platform transfer from the diesel or dual-mode 
coach to the GCT -bound train. This would be consistent with current transfer 
practices at Jamaica station. 

Comment 49: A better connection between the proposed Sunnyside station and other transit 
and Queens Plaza is necessary. (Nolan 4) 

Response: The proposed Sunnyside station would be developed at the junction of the 
LIRR Main Line/Port Washington Branch tracks and the Queens Boulevard 
bridge. For this station to be useful to most LIRR customers, it must be lo
cated along these Main Line tracks leading to and from Penn Station, so that 
adequate service can be provided to the station. From the Sunnyside station, 
passengers would be able to walk a short distance (along the Queens Boule
vard bridge) to theE, F, G, and R subway lines. Since the north-south loca
tion of the station cannot be altered (it must be sited along the existing Main 
Line/Port Washington Branch tracks), the station's east-west location is pro
posed for an area directly under the Queens Boulevard bridge to allow for the 
most direct connection to Queens Plaza subway stations. As described in the 
DEIS, this bridge is scheduled to be reconstructed in the near future to 
provide wider sidewalks as well as a new bikeway. 

In addition, the MTA has allocated $2 million in its current Capital Program 
to study improvements to pedestrian connections between the new Sunnyside 
station and other transit stations in Long Island City. 

Comment 50: The new station in Sunnyside, Queens, designed to buttress the burgeoning 
growth ofthe Long Island City CBD, will result in more pedestrian activity. 
This may necessitate the addition of open space to accommodate the needs of 
the increasing number of workers and residents in the area. This could be 
achieved by creating a public plaza with concession stands and landscaped 
with trees and benches. (Laird 1) 

Response: The city's Department of City Planning (DCP) is proposing to rezone an area 
ofLong Island City in the vicinity of Queens Plaza to permit development of 
the scale and type that would create a new Central Business District (CBD) in 
New York. The zoning changes proposed, which would create the Special 
Long Island City Mixed Use District, would require new developments on 
blocks in the vicinity of Queens Plaza to provide new public open spaces. The 
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design requirements for such open spaces include seating, lighting, and 
planting and tree requirements. A discussion of these open space provisions 
for new developments allowed by the rezoning have been added to the FEIS 
in Chapter 4, "Social Conditions." 

Comment 51: The DEIS should explain why the Sunnyside station must be tied to East Side 
Access. It is not clear from reading the DEIS exactly why the station could 
not be built independently or as part of the TSM Alternative. (Schank 12) 

Response: Due to capacity constraints to train service in the area of Harold Interlocking 
(in the Sunnyside Yard vicinity), a new Sunnyside station would not be 
operationally feasible without the improvements proposed as part of East Side 
Access. To add Sunnyside station as a stop for LIRR trains en route to Penn 
Station, some trains moving though Harold Interlocking would have to be re
routed to new, GCT -bound tracks planned under the East Side Access Project. 
Without East Side Access, stopping trains at Sunnyside station would create 
an unacceptable logjam of trains at Harold Interlocking. 

Comment 52: A streamlined project should be evaluated without the frills, starting with no 
Long Island City station. (Dobrow 4) 

Response: The construction of a LIRR station in Sunnyside, Queens would improve the 
ability of both the LIRR and potentially Amtrak and NJ Transit, to serve the 
planned fourth New York City CBD in Long Island City, Queens (as dis
cussed on page 3-36 of the DEIS). By relieving train traffic congestion in the 
vicinity of Harold Interlocking, East Side Access would permit the con
struction of such a station, which could not be constructed without East Side 
Access. 

PROJECT COSTS 

Comment 53: Throughout the DEIS, assumptions regarding Amtrak's payment of East Side 
Access Project-generated expenses are in error. These costs should be added 
to the East Side Access Project costs noted in the DEIS section on Commit
ment of Resources and elsewhere; otherwise, it cannot be assumed that the 
underlying improvements will be built, and the resultant impacts must be 
disclosed. Tables 2-3 and 22-7 include a statement that certain improvements 
benefit Amtrak operations and declares that improvements "would be funded 
by the agencies that most directly benefit from the improvements, and not as 
part of the total East Side Access capital costs." The DEIS assumes that Am
trak will pay for a fourth loop track, the westbound bypass, and permanent lo
cation ofBuildings 2, 3, and 4 in Sunnyside Yard. These features provide no 
benefit to Amtrak, and even if they did, there are no plans or money in its 
budget to pay for them. (Ernst lB) 
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The note in Tables 2-3 and 22-7 of the DEIS is incorrect: East Side Access 
Project costs do include the westbound bypass at Harold Interlocking and the 
additional loop track and its associated tunnel and retaining wall. The tables 
are corrected in the FEIS (see Chapters 2 and 22). Further, as a result of 
changes to the construction plan for East Side Access in Queens, described 
earlier, demolition or use of Buildings 2, 3, and 4 in Sunnyside Yard is not re
quired. To the extent that there may be legitimate costs for project elements 
that benefit Amtrak, these will be the subject of future discussions between 
Amtrak and MT A/LIRR. 

OTHER COMMENTS 

Comment 54: IfMTA chooses the option which requires underpinning of private buildings, 
that work must be filed with and approved by the Buildings Department, 
along with any other modifications to these buildings. (Visconti 1) 

Response: MT A has selected Option 2, which does not require underpinning of private 
buildings. This option was selected specifically to avoid the difficult con
struction and risk associated with the underpinning of buildings and tunnels 
required by Option 1. 

LONG ISLAND STORAGE YARDS 

Comment 55: The public has not had an adequate opportunity to comment on the DEIS with 
respect to the Long Island storage yard sites. You should re-open the 
comment period to allow time for the Planning Department of the Town of 
Huntington and residents who would be affected by the new yard to voice 
their concerns. As a public agency, you should notify and gather input from 
the involved community before taking action. Inadequate outreach efforts 
were made and insufficient notices were provided over MT A's proposed yard 
in Greenlawn. While there were many informational meetings listed for the 
New York City area, only a single meeting was held in Suffolk County to dis
cuss environmental issues and studies. A public hearing should have been 
held on Long Island. I invite you to send a representative to hear the com
ments made at the public meeting being held on August 15, and I urge you to 
include these comments as part of the DEIS process. (Cuthbertson 1, Gaye 2) 

Response: The text throughout the FEIS has been clarified with respect to the yard sites. 
The DEIS for the East Side Access Project included an analysis of eight 
potential rail storage yards in Nassau and Suffolk Counties, based on sites 
identified through a preliminary screening process conducted by the LIRR 
(see page 2-34 of the DEIS). That discussion is no longer applicable. Since 
that time, the LIRR has continued to explore the possible alternatives for 
developing new yard space and, based on community input, has determined 
that it will initiate a new site selection process for any new yards to be 
developed. The process of identifying potentially appropriate sites for the 
new yards and selecting preferred alternatives for those sites will be 
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conducted in the future by the LIRR. Planning for the storage yards is 
currently at a very early stage. At present, no site on any LIRR branch has the 
status of a preferred yard location. 

The decision whether to go forward with one or more additional storage 
yards, where the yard or yards should be located, and the details concerning 
expansion of the existing yards will be the subject of a tiered environmental 
review. Under a tiered NEP A EIS approach, the lead agency focuses on the 
issues that are ripe for decision in the first-tier document and prepares further 
environmental analyses as elements of the subsequent actions become 
adequately defined. 

The steps that will be followed in the storage yard development process, to be 
conducted through a comprehensive public outreach process, are as follows: 

1. Develop site selection evaluation criteria 
2. Identify a list of potential sites 
3. Perform screening analyses 
4. Identify potential environmental impacts 
5. Develop mitigation measures. 

As the new storage yards would not be developed for a number of years, the 
public outreach and environmental review process for these yards has not yet 
begun. Therefore, at this time, it is not possible to identify the specific 
locations of new yards to be developed to meet the LIRR' s future needs. 

Because the increased need for storage yards is one of the foreseeable envi
ronmental impacts of the East Side Access Project, this FEIS includes an 
analysis of that impact. The FEIS identifies seven sites in Nassau and Suffolk 
Counties to illustrate the types of impacts that could occur with development 
of new yard facilities on Long Island. As noted above, this is a change from 
the DEIS, which described those seven sites as part of the site selection pro
cess for new LIRR storage yards. It should also be noted that an eighth site, 
at Hazeltine in the Town of Huntington, Suffolk County, was also described 
in the DEIS but is not included in this FEIS. This site has been eliminated be
cause the DEIS identified significant adverse impacts associated with the 
site's proximity to residential neighborhoods and because of community input 
received during the public comment period for the East Side Access Project's 
DEIS. 

Please note that all comments received through December 1, 2000 were in
cluded in this chapter. 

Comment 56: The DEIS states that the proposed Greenlawn facility would be potentially in
compatible with residential neighborhoods to the north and south and with the 
Town of Huntington's Comprehensive Plan and zoning for the site. Given this 
fact and that you have listed the Greenlawn rail yard as your number one pre
ferred location for such a facility, I request that you re-open your site 
selection process and seek locations that are suitable for such an intense use. 
(Cuthbertson 2) 
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Response: See the response to Comment 55. 

Comment 57: The DEIS identifies the Greenlawn site as the preferred location for a new 
rail yard on the Port Jefferson Branch, but this site would disrupt and ad
versely affect nearby residential communities because it would be inconsis
tent with the character of the quiet residential communities to the north and 
south and because it would be very active and well lit at night. Therefore, the 
Suffolk County Legislature hereby request the MTA to reject the Hazeltine 
site in Greenlawn, Suffolk County as a site for a new rail storage yard and 
cleaning facility. (Barton 1) 

Response: See the response to Comment 55. 

Comment 58: The DEIS fails to describe in any detail the operating advantages of the yard 
in Greenlawn. Further, the DEIS states that the alternative site-Cerro Wire 
in Hicksville-is not at all desirable from an operating point of view. I do not 
believe this, since that site is very close to the junction at Hicksville and 
would easily serve not only the Port Jefferson Branch but also the Ronkon
koma Branch. Given its much larger area, the absence of nearby housing, and 
its present industrial zoning in use, in the absence of extremely compelling 
operating reasons, I think Cerro Wire should be the preferred site. If a 
tradeoff is to be made between additional housing and another shopping mall, 
I think most people would favor housing. (Ramage 5) 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 55 for information on selection of 
storage yard sites. 

Comment 59: The MTA has given much more weight to its engineering and operational 
considerations than it has to the environmental concerns in selecting Hazel
tine over Cerro Wire as the preferred site location. Evidently, Cerro Wire was 
not selected because the DEIS reports the presence of contaminated materials 
that would need to be mitigated and shopping mall proposal for that site. The 
DEIS indicates that the proposed yard would not be a significant impact to the 
Cerro Wire site on page 3-39, but notes that significant impacts would occur 
at the Hazeltine site. (Gaye 3) 

Response: See the response to Comment 55. 

Comment 60: The DEIS fails to consider all reasonable alternatives for the Port Jefferson 
Branch yard. The DEIS reports on only two alternatives for this yard. How
ever, there is a large undeveloped parcel west of Oakwood Road and south of 
Rogue's Path in Huntington adjacent to the north side of the LIRR tracks. 
This 209-acre parcel was formerly known as Froelich Farms, was acquired by 
the County in the mid-1990's as a result of pressure from local citizens to 
keep the land undeveloped, and is now called Froelich Farms County Park. 
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This site, which is large, flat, and not close to existing housing, is ideal for a 
yard. Further, it would be large enough to accommodate a parking lot to meet 
future parking needs at Huntington station. Although LIRR's purchase of this 
land from Suffolk County might require an act of the State Legislature, the 
site's attributes seem so strong that it should be considered thoroughly. This 
would allow the Greenlawn and Cerro Wire sites to be developed by their 
owners for their intended uses. (Ramage 6) 

Response: See the response to Comment 55. 

Comment 61: With regard to the planned physical facilities for the Hazeltine Yard, you 
should take into account that there is only a single track running east of Park 
A venue toward the site. It is hard to see how the proposed yard would operate 
without an additional track. The right-of-way is very narrow and it would 
appear that additional right-of-way would have to be acquired if a second 
track were built. Installing a second track would also likely mean relocate the 
power lines that run along the track. These changes and their impact are not 
considered in the DEIS. Also, the DEIS states that the space needed between 
tracks is 25 feet on centers. With 16 tracks planned under the Preferred Alter
native, plus an additional 25 feet on either side, a minimum width for the yard 
is likely to be 450 feet ( 18 x 25'). The land parcel is most likely not wide 
enough to accommodate your preferred alternative. If the LIRR built an eight
track yard here and an eight-track yard in Hicksville, it would harm two loca
tions and probably result in some duplication of facilities. (Ramage 3) 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 55. 

Comment 62: We are greatly concerned over the possibility of selection of the residentially 
zoned Hazeltine site for a new nighttime storage yard for the LIRR. If permit
ted, the excessive noise associated with a railroad yard will cause havoc with 
my family's life. The operation of the yard will interfere with sleep, telephone 
calls, and young children playing outside, and will change the suburban area 
into a city-sounding urban center. One of the several parcels already zoned 
for commercial and industrial use along the train tracks between Port 
Jefferson and Manhattan should be used for the new railroad yard. (Green
lawn/Huntington 1, Gary 1, Gaye 1) 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 55. 

Comment 63: The proposed Hazeltine Yard will have a very adverse impact on the Green
lawn community. In addition to the noise, vibration, lighting, and other harm
ful effects noted in your report, you fail to note that the community will lose 
57 units of moderate-income housing planned for development. The DEIS 
notes correctly that this development is up for a zoning modification in late 
September 2000, but fails to recognize that various community groups have 
been working with the developer for more than five years to develop the land 
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in a fashion that meets community needs. Under the developer's plan, addi
tional housing, sorely needed in the community, will be built and 5 acres will 
be dedicated for playing fields and other public activities. Our Little League 
and community soccer fields need these additional playing fields. The DEIS 
fails to note any possible economic gains from the planned residential 
housing on the Hazeltine site, even though it mentions the positive economic 
gains for the Cerro wire site based on possible mall development. (Ramage 1, 
Gaye 4) 

Response: As noted in the comment, the DEIS describes the potential adverse impacts of 
a new storage yard at the Hazeltine site. Please see the response to Comment 
55. 

Comment 64: The analysis of the Greenlawn community in the DEIS makes it seem like an 
upper middle class "white enclave." Nothing could be further from the truth. 
I think your statistics on community composition are out of date. For exam
ple, in the 3,1 00-student Harborfields School System, more than 30 languages 
are taught in the English as a Second Language Program. We have built a 
mixed racial and cultural community over the years and this should be recog
nized in your study. (Ramage 2) 

Response: As described in the DEIS in Chapter 4, "Social Conditions," for purposes of 
analyzing the potential impacts of proposed new yards, the EIS chapters con
sider a 400-foot study area around the potential nighttime storage yard sites. 
This is the area where the potential for impacts associated with the proposed 
yard would be greatest. The population information provided in the DEIS for 
the Hazeltine site was the latest census data available-from 1990-from the 
census tracts that are located within that 400-foot area. Please also see there
sponse to Comment 55. 

Comment 65: The DEIS analysis of the impact of the Hazeltine Yard on abutting properties 
is incomplete, as it does not include any consideration of the potential adverse 
impact on BAE Systems to the east. This company employs over 600 people 
at its Greenlawn location and engages in activities that would be severely ad
versely impacted by vibration and large masses of metal from the tracks and 
trains. They engage in precision machining of microwave systems as well as 
field studies of antenna patterns related to the transmission of signals, and 
much of their work is highly classified for the U.S. government and the 
defense industry. If their activities were compromised by the new yard, the 
community and the state could lose these high technology jobs and it is even 
possible that all BAE Systems activities on Long Island might be curtailed or 
shifted elsewhere in the U.S. (Ramage 4) 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 55. 
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Comment 66: Numerous issues related to environmental impacts of a new yard at Hazeltine 
were not addressed in the DEIS. These include the potential presence of 
springs and aquifers, an assessment of the yard's water demand and its effect 
on local water authority systems; chemicals used at the yard that might be 
present in wastewater; the need for treatment of wastewater; the noise from 
the trains at the yard on adjacent residences; the visual and social impacts of 
fencing and lighting; the effects of sewage removed from the trains( the report 
describes 16 1 ,600-foot-long sewage tanks for storage of sewage, but does not 
estimate the volumes of waste, frequency of pumping, and where wastes 
would be treated); effects on peak-hour traffic from train traffic at the at
grade crossing leading to the yard; and characteristics of new employees at 
the yard (would they be hired locally, and what would their wages be, as well 
as what traffic effects would result from new employees driving to the yard). 
(Gaye 5) 

Response: The DEIS includes a generic assessment of a full range of relevant issues for 
a new yard at Hazeltine, included those cited in the comment. See Chapter 15, 
"Natural Resources," for a discussion of natural resources (including water 
resources, chemicals used during cleaning, and discharge of sanitary sewage 
to the local sewer system, not to 1,600-foot-long storage tanks) and Chapter 
9E for a discussion of traffic impacts. Please also see the response to 
Comment 55. 

Comment 67: NYSDEC was not involved in the review of any investigation work plans for 
any new off-peak storage yards that are proposed to be built at Cerro Wire, 
Hazeltine, Babylon, Yaphank West and East, Ronkonkoma, Pilgrim Hospital, 
and Riverhead sites. (de Quillfeldt 5) 

Response: Subsurface investigations to assess potential soil and/or groundwater contam
ination at the nighttime storage yards on Long Island were not conducted as 
part of the East Side Access Project. The future development of these facili
ties would undergo a separate environmental review, which would include an 
assessment of the potential impacts associated with any soil or groundwater 
contamination. See the response to Comment 55. 

Comment 68: The DEIS states that The Taubman Company's proposal to build an upscale 
shopping mall, known as The Mall at Oyster Bay, on the Cerro Wire site "is 
currently undergoing environmental review by the Town of Oyster Bay." In 
fact, on June 13, 2000 the Town Board of Oyster Bay unanimously passed a 
resolution accepting as complete the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
for The Mall at Oyster Bay, dated May 2000, which was prepared pursuant 
to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act. That FEIS thor
oughly analyzed the environmental aspects of the Cerro Wire site and The 
Mall at Oyster Bay project, which, as revised, will include 860,000 square 
feet of building area and two anchor stores-not 960,000 square feet and 
three anchor stores as stated in the East Side Access DEIS. (Archer 1) 
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Response: The discussions of The Mall at Oyster Bay project in the FEIS have been cor
rected to note the completion of that project's FEIS and the revisions to the 
project. 

Comment 69: The East Side Access DEIS contains several unfortunate mistakes regarding 
the Cerro Wire site, and these misstatements need to be corrected in the FEIS. 
The FEIS prepared for The Mall at Oyster Bay demonstrates that neither 
"hazardous materials" not "contaminated materials" are present in significant 
quantities on the Cerro Wire site. As noted in that FEIS, "Soil and ground
water at the project site was extensively investigated by numerous consultants 
between 1986 and 1992. The site was decommissioned, and remediation was 
completed to site-specific cleanup levels approved by NYSDEC. The sam
pling and analytical methods were approved by the NYSDEC. After the reme
diation plan was completed, the NYSDEC delisted the site from the Registry 
of Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites." The East Side Access FEIS 
should correct all misstatements regarding the Cerro Wire site. (Archer 2) 

Response: The discussions of the Cerro Wire site in the FEIS are revised to correctly de
scribe the conditions at the site. 

Comment 70: The proposal for an expansion of the rail yard in Babylon should go no fur
ther, as it is totally unacceptable to the various elected officials of all the mu
nicipalities surrounding the Babylon Yard; the local residents of West Islip 
and Babylon Village; and myself. To propose the condemnation of commer
cial and residential properties, thereby uprooting families and causing the loss 
of jobs, to expand a facility that has clearly proven itself to be extremely 
intrusive and a nuisance to the residential community that abuts it on its 
northern perimeter is absurd. (Johnson 1) 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 55. 

Comment 71: In observing the problems that have occurred with the proposed train storage 
sites in other localities and considering the strong opposition to the Babylon 
Yard expansion, I would strongly recommend that, in the future, MT A confer 
directly with state representatives before recommending such projects in their 
respective districts. (Johnson 2) 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 55. 

Comment 72: The LIRR plan fails to make long-term plans for additional rights-of-way. 
The DEIS explains that most growth in labor force on Long Island will occur 
in Suffolk County, but the current LIRR plan leaves in place the three 
"spokes"-the Port Jefferson, Ronkonkoma, and Montauk Branch lines
with no plan to connect these lines east of Hicksville. LIRR planners should 
consider a right-of-way link from the Port Jefferson Branch to the Main Line 

28-33 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

Response: 

at or near Ronkonkoma and another link between the Montauk Branch and 
the Ronkonkoma Line at Yaphank. Under this scenario, the locations for the 
Port Jefferson Branch yard should be reconsidered. I am aware of several 
large industrially zoned pieces of property off of Comsewogue Road in Port 
Jefferson along the LIRR right-of-way that could be used for a yard near the 
end of the Port Jefferson line. (Ramage 7) 

Changes to LIRR rights-of-way and routes east of Jamaica do not address the 
goals and objectives of the East Side Access Project, which is intended to im
prove capacity into Manhattan and provide new access to Manhattan's East 
Side. Separately from the East Side Access Project, LIRR will continue to 
evaluate its future needs and identify solutions to expected problems. Please 
also see the response to Comment 55. 

LAND USE, ZONING, PUBLIC POLICY, AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS 

Comment 73: Zoning and land development patterns in Manhattan indicate that future busi
ness development is most likely to occur west of Fifth A venue down along 
the Hudson River waterfront. Thus, Penn Station is ideally suited to meet the 
future demands of commuters and should be a transit hub positioned to dis
tribute commuters to the West Side of Manhattan. (Fruchtman 2) 

Response: The East Side Access Project would increase LIRR's capacity to Manhattan 
by approximately 43 percent. By 2020, with the project more than 67,000 
peak-period commuters would travel directly to GCT, freeing up space in 
Penn Station and on the already overcrowded Penn Station-bound trains for 
future growth potential on the West Side of Manhattan. This would allow 
Penn Station to continue to meet the future demands of commuters. 

Comment 74: The DEIS argues that intensive commercial development around Penn Station 
is not practical because of current zoning law (page 3-15). However, if the 
law could be changed, might this be part of an adequate alternative to this ma
jor infrastructure investment? Although this is not the purview of the MTA, 
were strategies for coordination with the city considered? City zoning 
changes in the 1980's were intended to decongest East Midtown and en
courage development farther west. Yet the East Side Access Project would 
strengthen East Midtown as the center of commercial growth for the region. 
How was the decision made to do this? How is this part of a long-term plan 
for the growth and development of the New York region? (Schank 11) 

Response: The East Side Access Project strives to achieve two primary goals: to relieve 
train traffic congestion in the area ofPenn Station and to improve travel times 
from Long Island to East Midtown Manhattan. Since any increase in LIRR 
service to Penn Station is constrained by a number of factors (discussed in 
Chapter 1 of the DEIS), the ability of the regional transportation system to 
bring commuters from Long Island to Manhattan is likewise constrained. Any 
initiative to increase commercial development around Penn Station, without 
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either increasing capacity into Penn Station or siphoning off commuters who 
currently travel into Penn Station but have East Side final destinations, would 
only exacerbate commuter rail capacity constraints at Penn Station by in
creasing demand for service to Penn Station without increasing the supply of 
trains. While City or other policies to intensify development in the vicinity of 
Penn Station would be supported by the East Side Access Project, the growth 
and development of the New York region depends, in part, on higher transit 
capacity from Long Island to Midtown Manhattan. By establishing service to 
the East Side of Manhattan and better balancing commuter service to match 
commuter destinations, the East Side Access Project would better serve de
velopment in the Penn Station area. 

Comment 75: The DEIS should evaluate the consistency of the proposed action with current 
public policies, including consistency with the goals and objectives of the 
MTA's ongoing study of airport access to JFK. (Rose 5) 

Response: The DEIS includes an evaluation of the project's consistency with current 
public policies in Chapter 3, "Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy." In addi
tion, the planning context for the project is detailed in Chapter 1, "Project 
Purpose and Need" (see page 1-19). As described in Chapter 1, East Side Ac
cess was developed as part ofMTA's Long Range Planning Framework and 
is and will continue to be coordinated through that process. 

Comment 76: The DEIS should describe more fully the City's planning and economic 
strategy for Long Island City, and focus in particular on how pedestrians will 
get from the new LIRR station to the new commercial center contemplated in 
the proposed zoning. Improvements will be required along the Queens Boule
vard bridge, which is the pedestrian connection between the new station, the 
Queens Plaza and Queensboro Plaza subway stations, and the area to be 
rezoned. (Rose 6) 

Response: The DEIS includes a discussion of the City's policies for Long Island City in 
Chapter 3 (see pages 3-36 and 3-41). This discussion has been expanded in 
the FEIS. Connections between Sunnyside station and Queens Plaza and 
Queensboro Plaza will be studied as part of MTA's upcoming $2 million 
study, and coordination will continue between MT A and DCP with regard to 
the design of Sunnyside station and its pedestrian connections. 

Comment 77: I concur that a new Long Island City LIRR station would help maintain and 
further Long Island City as a business center and reduce congestion in Man
hattan and Queens. (Nolan 4) 

Response: Comment noted. 
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Comment 78: In Chapter 3, page 3-18, Table 3-2, the total acres adds up to 283,800, not 
183,700, and the percent of total is over 154 percent, not 100 percent. Please 
check the numbers. (Chiang 4) 

Response: The table has been revised (see the FEIS) to more clearly indicate that the 
second, third, and fourth lines (estates and low density, medium density, and 
high density) are types of residential use and thus subsets of the first line 
(residential). The acres ofthese residential uses are not included in the total, 
since the table also includes a line for total residential use. 

Comment 79: Chapter 4, page 4-3, the% symbol can be eliminated. Please check all tables 
for consistency. (Chiang 5) 

Response: The tables have been checked and revised where appropriate for consistency. 

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Comment 80: The DEIS does not provide a list of underground easements that would be re
quired to construct tunnels. (Gualtieri 3) 

Response: Since the exact alignment of new tunnels leading from the existing 63rd 
Street Tunnel to GCT would not be finalized until preliminary engineering is 
complete, it is not appropriate at this time to complete a final list of under
ground easements needed to construct tunnels. The DEIS does include 
drawings that show the proposed tunnel routes (see Figures 2-13 and 2-14 in 
Chapter 2, "Project Alternatives"). Those drawings depict the specific build
ings above the tunnel routes. The DEIS indicates that easements would be re
quired; the specific easements to be purchased would not affect any of the 
analyses or conclusions in the DEIS related to environmental impacts. Please 
also note that the FEIS includes a revised project alignment in Manhattan 
with a two-level station at GCT. This design was developed to improve opera
tional reliability and to reduce the number of easements required, among 
other factors. 

Comment 81: The analysis of the real estate market is incorrect and outdated. It includes a 
claim that there is a 25 percent retail vacancy rate in Midtown Manhattan and 
that there is significant availability in the office market for the easy relocation 
of tenants. Contrary to the DEIS, relocating the retail and office tenants from 
4 7 East 44th Street will be extremely difficult and will likely result in hard
ship and disruption to tenants not covered by the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Act of 1970. (Epstein 2) 

Response: The analysis of real estate trends in Chapter 5, "Economic Conditions," indi
cates that the real estate market is very tight in Manhattan. With respect to of
fice space, the chapter notes (see pages 5-10 and 5-11 for the discussion of 
existing conditions in Manhattan), "By mid-year 1999, the overall [office] va
cancy rate in the Manhattan study area was a very low 8.0 percent of total 
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inventory, according to Cushman & Wakefield's 1999 Mid-Year Report ... 
Midtown Manhattan is the area most attractive to prospective tenants, and can 
therefore support higher rental rates." The DEIS does not indicate that there 
is significant availability in the office market for easy relocation of tenants. 

With respect to the retail vacancy rate, the DEIS was incorrect in stating that 
Midtown Manhattan had a retail vacancy rate of 25 percent in mid-year 1999. 
Garrick-Aug Associates, a major retail real estate firm in Manhattan, reports 
that the mid-year 2000 retail vacancy rate for Midtown Manhattan is less than 
5 percent, which more accurately reflects the tight market conditions de
scribed in the DEIS analysis (Source: telephone call, Faith Consolo, vice 
chairman, Garrick Aug, July 13, 2000). However, as stated in the DEIS, suita
ble relocation resources continue to exist. Garrick-Aug Associates also re
ports that at year-end 1999 there were over 4 million square feet of vacant re
tail space in Manhattan, and over 1,000 stores available of less than 2,500 
square feet (Source: Manhattan Retail Space Report; Year-End 1999 
Analysis, January 1, 2000). The text in the FEIS is corrected to reflect the cur
rent retail vacancy rate. 

As described at the end of Chapter 5, the Federal Uniform Relocation Assis
tance and Real Property Act requires the federal agency to pay property 
owners just compensation for their property, and to provide to displaced 
owners and tenants relocation and moving expenses. 

Comment 82: While Amtrak fully anticipates continuing active cooperation with MT N 
LIRR on the East Side Access Project, it is not clear what is meant by the 
statement on page 5-30 that "negotiation ... in regard to construction and 
operation of the East Side Access Project will take place within [an] already 
established leasing relationship." Amtrak is under the impression that a new 
agreement specific to the project is contemplated. (Ernst 4) 

Response: The text of the FEIS is revised to indicate that MT NLIRR and Amtrak will 
continue to coordinate in relation to the East Side Access Project, and it is an
ticipated that a specific agreement will be developed for issues related to this 
project. 

Comment 83: The DEIS should analyze further the impact on existing Amtrak retail reve
nues at Penn Station, and the development plans for that station due to the 
significant decrease in LIRR commuters at that station. (Ernst 36) 

Response: The DEIS includes a discussion of the effects of East Side Access on the re
tail spaces at Penn Station in Chapter 5, "Economic Conditions" (see page 
5-24). This analysis concludes, "The reduction in passengers at Penn Station 
would decrease annual spending in and around Penn Station at local retailers. 
The decrease in spending would not constitute a significant adverse impact." 

According to information prepared by the ARC project, Penn Station is the 
busiest commuter terminal in the nation, with as many as 500,000 commuters 
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each day. As reported in the Environmental Assessment for the Pennsylvania 
Station Redevelopment Project (August 1999), roughly 84,300 of these pas
sengers travel on Amtrak and NJ Transit. An additional 231,000 passengers 
travel on LIRR, and the remaining commuters (approximately 185,000 peo
ple) use the New York City subway system. As described in the DEIS, in 
2010, because ofthe shift in passengers to Grand Central as a result of East 
Side Access, the number of LIRR passengers at Penn Station daily is ex
pected to be approximately 151,000, compared with 217,000 in 1995 and 
231,000 in 1999. (Detailed ridership numbers for both 2010 and 2020 are pre
sented in Appendix C to the DEIS.) However, as noted in the Environmental 
Assessment prepared for the Pennsylvania Station Redevelopment Project, 
the number of Amtrak and NJ Transit riders at Penn Station is expected to 
grow by some 43,300 passengers per day as a result of a number of improve
ments proposed (including the Kearny Connection and Secaucus Transfer 
projects in New Jersey) and introduction of high-speed Amtrak service. The 
number of subway passengers and other pedestrians who pass through Penn 
Station can also be expected to increase as a result of general background 
growth. Further, the number of people who pass through Penn Station is also 
expected to increase as a result of the proposed improvements associated with 
the Farley project. Overall, these factors support the DEIS' s conclusion that 
the reduction in riders to Penn Station as a result of the East Side Access 
Project would not result in significant adverse impacts to the retail spaces at 
Penn Station. 

HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Comment 84: The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has reviewed the submitted 
DEIS (including the Draft Programmatic Agreement) under the provisions of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. SHPO is com
fortable with both the DEIS and the Draft Programmatic Agreement and has 
no substantive comments at this time. (Adams 1) 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment 85: The comments of the City ofNew York Landmarks Preservation Commission 
(LPC) on the DEIS are as follows. The SHPO is the lead agency for architec
tural and archaeological review. LPC will consult with SHPO with regard to 
their findings for this project in both areas. The DEIS text appears adequate 
for architecture. Any work on New York City designated landmark properties 
requires a permit from the LPC preservation department. (Santucci 1) 

Response: Comment noted. The project will coordinate with LPC for any work on land
marked properties. 

Comment 86: The United States Department of the Interior concurs that there are no pru
dent and feasible alternatives to the project but can only conditionally agree 
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with measures to minimize harm to cultural resource values. We note the in
clusion in the Appendices of the DEIS of a Programmatic Memorandum of 
Agreement (PMOA), but that document is yet to be signed. We understand 
that SHPO is satisfied with the language of the PMOA as far as it goes, but 
there remains considerations being given to some of the other historic sites 
out onto Long Island which may result in further stipulations to be included. 
Therefore, we condition our agreement with measures to minimize harm to be 
explicitly consistent with the final/duly signed PMOA. We are processing this 
project as a Section 4(f) because of the potential or probable effects to GCT 
and 22 other historic properties. 

It seems clear there is potential for adverse effects to cultural values, if not 
measurable impacts in the project as it now stands. These are at least, in part, 
spoken to in the Mitigation Measures sections of the Historic Resources and 
Archaeological Resources chapters of the DEIS. The Department of the 
Interior can only conditionally offer agreement to the Mitigation Measures as 
developed thus far, and urgently recommends that these measures be com
pleted to the satisfaction of the SHPO and a duly signed PMOA be incorpo
rated in the FEIS. (Taylor 1) 

Response: Comment noted. The signed Programmatic Agreement among the FTA, MTA, 
and SHPO outlines specific measures to minimize harm to historic and/or archae
ological resources, beginning with a commitment to continue consultation 
with SHPO after completion of the FEIS. Please note that Chapters 7, "His
toric Resources," and 8, "Archaeological Resources," in the FEIS are revised 
to indicate that SHPO has agreed with the analyses conducted for the sites on 
Long Island. Consistent with the comments of the U.S. Department of the In
terior, the executed Programmatic Agreement will ensure that measures to 
minimize harm are employed and that, therefore, no significant adverse im
pacts would occur to historic or archaeological resources. With the Program
matic Agreement in place, the project would not result in Section 4(f) issues. 

Comment 87: Proposed changes to the landmarked Biltmore Room in GCT would signifi
cantly alter the visual character of the terminal, despite DEIS claims to the 
contrary. Although the removal of the temporary newsstand in the middle of 
the room would help restore the room's character, it would not compensate 
for the major visual changes produced by new escalators to be installed at the 
northern end of the room. The newsstand should be removed, and this his
torically significant room should be preserved, without the intrusion of 
escalators. (Schank 6) 

Response: The possible escalators that would be added to the Biltmore Room under 
Option 2 (the preferred engineering option) would be an integral part of the 
connection between the LIRR concourse space and the upper level of GCT. 
They would provide the only direct connection between GCT's upper level 
and the LIRR concourse below. 

As stated in Chapter 7 of the EIS, for changes to the Biltmore Room as well 
as all project elements in GCT, "the design would be developed in 

28-39 



MT AILIRR East Side Access FEIS 

consultation with SHPO [the State Historic Preservation Office at the New 
York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation] to ensure 
that no adverse effects would occur to the building. A construction protection 
plan would also be implemented to minimize the effects of construction on 
the historic features of the building, so that construction does not result in any 
structural or architectural impacts to these features. The plan would be de
veloped in consultation with SHPO and approved by SHPO prior to start of 
construction." SHPO's consultation is formalized through a Programmatic 
Agreement executed by SHPO, FT A, and MT A. 

During the recent renovation of GCT, two escalators, one just outside the 
New York Transit Museum store and one just west of the Grand Central Mar
ket, were constructed within the landmarked interior areas of GCT, in con
sultation with SHPO, in a manner that did not significantly alter the visual 
character of the terminal. Further, the Biltmore Room's historic use was as a 
passenger waiting room, and the prcposed changes to the Biltmore Room 
would again promote use of that room by passengers. 

Comment 88: Amtrak has insufficient information to judge at this point whether it concurs 
in the determination that Signal Tower F and Switch Tower Q meet the eligi
bility criteria for inclusion in the National Register, but reserves the right to 
review this determinatiOn. (Ernst 3 7) 

Response: The determination that Signal Tower F and Switch Tower Q are eligible for 
the State and National Registers was made by New York State's State His
toric Preservation Office, following the Secretary of the Interior's Standards 
and Guidelines for Evaluation, as part of its review of the East Side Access 
Project, according to the provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(36 CFR Part 60). The documentation supporting the SHPO's determination 
of eligibility is provided in Appendix B to the EIS. 

Comment 89: The Department of Buildings has a procedure for monitoring vibrations that 
may affect landmark buildings. It is requested that this procedure be followed 
if work adjacent to Lever House or any other landmark or historic structure is 
necessary. (Visconti 2) 

Response: The Department of Buildings' procedure for monitoring vibrations would be 
followed where work adjacent to historic structures is necessary. 

TRANSPORTATION 

EFFECTS ON SUBWAYS 

Comment 90: Impacts to the Lexington Avenue subway have been glossed over. You cannot 
fit six more people per car on the Lexington Avenue subway line, as the DEIS 
calls for. (Adler 2, Epstein 8, Maloney 3) 
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The DEIS downplays the impact of new riders on the Lexington line. Al
though 6 new riders on the Nos. 4 and 5 trains does not sound like very many, 
in reality it would make a big difference. First of all, these trains are already 
operating at greater than 100 percent of capacity. Secondly, the new riders 
would not be evenly distributed throughout a given train. Riders tend to board 
a train based on their station entrance and exit points, not necessarily in a uni
form manner. (Schank 3) 

The DEIS analyzes the East Side Access Project's effects on the Lexington 
Avenue subway line in detail in Chapter 9, section C, with a summary in 
Chapter 9, section A. In particular, impacts to the Lexington Avenue subway 
are discussed on pages 9A-3 to 9A-5, and 9C-45 to 9C-52 of the DEIS. Sec
tion 9C provides a detailed discussion of all impacts to the Lexington A venue 
subway mezzanine, stairwells, platforms, and line-haul capacity, as well as a 
discussion of measures to mitigate these impacts. Section 9A summarizes 
these impacts and potential mitigation. These impacts are also discussed in 
the Executive Summary, on pages S-32 to S-34 and on Table S-3 (page S-21 ). 

The DEIS acknowledges that the new passengers added by the East Side 
Access Project would exacerbate the existing overcrowding occurring on the 
Lexington A venue line at 42nd Street. It then discusses mitigation measures 
to address the problems occurring at that station. 

Comment 91: The DEIS discusses the capacity issues on the New York City subway lines 
from Queens and the difficulties for LIRR commuters who have destinations 
on the East Side of Manhattan. While the build alternatives are expected to 
perform well in relieving capacity problems on Queens subway lines and the 
overall LIRR system, while also reducing the amount of vehicle trips into 
Manhattan, we are concerned with the implications for the other aspects of 
the system. Particularly we are concerned that the volume ofLIRR passengers 
to GCT will seriously and adversely impact the Lexington A venue subway. 
The DEIS uses the amount of overcapacity (v/c ratio of 1.22) on the Queens 
subway lines (the F and E lines) as a rationale for a need for action; however, 
that ratio will be nearly realized on the Lexington Avenue subway (v/c ratio 
of 1.17), but there is no mitigation offered. (Hargrove 1) 

Response: With respect to the project's effects on the Lexington Avenue subway and the 
mitigation offered, see the response to Comment 92. Please note that the 
DEIS does not use the amount of overcapacity on the Queens subway lines as 
a rationale for a need for action. The DEIS does describe the crowded condi
tions on Queens subway lines, including the v/c ratio, in Chapter 1, "Project 
Purpose and Need," (page 1-1 0) as a way of explaining that the entire corridor 
between Long Island and Queens-particularly as it affects commuters from 
Long Island-is overcrowded and warrants a capacity expansion. The discus
sion of the Queens subway lines is provided in that context, together with a 
discussion of crowding on the LIRR and highways. As noted in the DEIS 
(page 1-10), "It is clear that the subway-because it, too, operates at capacity 
-is not a long-term option as an alternative route for LIRR riders into 
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Manhattan. For instance, the Queens Boulevard lines (E, F and R) are severe
ly overcrowded .... " 

Comment 92: Mitigation proposed for impacts to the Lexington Avenue subway line-haul 
capacity is unconvincing and amounts to cajoling passengers on the line to 
move faster or get out of the way. (Russianoff3) 

Some of the mitigating measures proposed will not accomplish very much at 
all. For example, the "Step Aside" program does not actually work without 
enforcement personnel. (Schank 2) 

Building more stairways to the Lexington A venue subway platforms as a 
means of alleviating projected crowd conditions does not take into account 
the fact that people board the train based on where they want to get off, not 
where they descend onto the subway platform before getting on. (Adler 3) 

Signal adjustments to the Lexington A venue subway line will not be enough 
to mitigate the negative impacts brought about by East Side Access. 
(Maloney 5) 

I do not believe that any mitigating actions to increase capacity on the 
Lexington Avenue line are planned as part of the East Side Access Project. 
Something must be done to increase capacity. Efforts to improve passenger 
movements in and off trains have been unsuccessful in the past and I am 
therefore skeptical they will work in the future. (Nolan 2) 

New signal equipment, better tracks and turnstile management will indeed 
benefit Lexington Avenue subway patrons and should be pursued even 
without the project, but it is unrealistic to believe that these will noticeably 
affect service during an additional deluge of arriving LIRR passengers. 
(Aryel 1) 

According to the DEIS, the impacts of the project on the Lexington Avenue 
subway would only be partially mitigated. This is not satisfactory. (Schank 1, 
Zupan 2) 

East Side Access would result in intolerable crowding on the Lexington Ave
nue line; the impact statement acknowledges that the full benefit of East Side 
Access will not be realized because potential riders of the new service will 
shun GCT due to the crowded conditions on the Lexington A venue subway 
line. (Russianoff2, Schreibman 1, Zupan 3) 

The DEIS mentions the possibility of the MESA, Second Avenue subway, but 
does not account for MESA in the environmental analyses nor as mitigation 
to relieve the pressures on the Lexington Avenue line. To a certain extent, the 
completion of East Side Access could force an action on the Second A venue 
subway and makes for a more compelling case for the Second A venue sub
way's completion in conjunction with the completion of this project. 
(Hargrove 2) 
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The DEIS analyzes the East Side Access Project's effects on the Lexington 
Avenue subway line in detail in Chapter 9, section C. It then describes mitiga
tion measures that would alleviate the project's impacts on the Lexington 
Avenue line. MTA NYCT is committed to solving the overcrowding prob
lems on the Lexington Avenue line and will continue to address the situation 
until it is corrected. 

The primary factor affecting the number of trains that can travel on the 
Lexington Avenue line during the peak period (the "throughput") is the 
"dwell" time, or the time the train must spend in the station while passengers 
exit and enter the train. In addition to the "step aside and speed the ride" cam
paign, NYCT, in collaboration with the East Side Access Project team, is pur
suing a number of other means of reducing dwell times and improving train 
throughput at 42nd Street: 

1) Using platform assistants and subways cars with wider doors, access into 
and out of the train at all doorways can be improved. 

2) Adding and reconfiguring stairwells that lead from the mezzanine to the 
subway platforms can better distribute passengers to all areas of the platform, 
leading to a better distribution of passengers within each train. While subway 
cars would continue to be crowded during rush hours, the front and rear cars 
on the trains are less crowded than the middle and can accommodate more 
passengers. At 42nd Street, people are more likely to board the train where 
they descend onto the station platform, since circulation from one part of the 
platform to another may be affected by the constraints posed by waiting, 
boarding, and alighting passengers, as well as by the frequency of arriving 
trains. Therefore, stairways that provide access to the ends of platforms can 
help passengers access the portions of trains that are less crowded, thereby 
more evenly distributing the load of passengers on each train. 

3) Directing subway passengers in GCT towards less used access points to the 
Lexington A venue subway mezzanine can help increase the usage of new 
stairwells that lead down onto the subway platforms. 

In addition, the DEIS also notes that MT A is pursuing plans to develop a 
Second Avenue subway to extend the entire length of Manhattan's East Side, 
bringing critical relief to the Lexington Avenue subway. A total of $1.05 bil
lion has been allocated in MTA's 2000-2004 Capital Program for a full
length Second Avenue subway project. Construction of the Second Avenue 
subway, which is itself a multibillion dollar undertaking, is a separate and dis
tinct project from East Side Access, serving independent goals and objectives. 

Regarding East Side Access's benefits, while the Preferred Alternative would 
improve access to the entire East Side of Manhattan, its primary goal is to im
prove access to East Midtown Manhattan. Ridership forecasting models indi
cate that, consistent with this goal, the vast majority (almost 90 percent) of 
the 66,000 commuters arriving at GCT in the morning peak period in 2020 
would walk, not transfer to the subway, to reach their final destination. The 
majority of commuters destined for Lower Manhattan would continue to ar
rive at Penn Station and transfer to West Side subway lines to reach their 
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downtown destinations. The Preferred Alternative would not drastically im
prove travel time to the lower Manhattan CBD, so continued use of Penn 
Station by these commuters should not be considered a failure of East Side 
Access to achieve its full benefit. 

Comment 93: The DEIS is stunningly silent on the Second Avenue subway. The DEIS is in
complete without a discussion of the way the Second Avenue subway will al
leviate some of the environmental problems created by East Side Access. A 
supplemental DEIS should discuss the importance of the Second Avenue sub
way to provide an outlet for the new passengers when East Side Access is 
complete. (Maloney 2) 

Response: 

Any mitigation efforts not including a full-length Second Avenue subway will 
be utterly ineffective. (Aryel 1) 

The East Side Access Project should be constructed simultaneous to construc
tion of a full-length Second Avenue subway. Once East Side Access is built, 
crowded conditions on the Lexington A venue subway line will worsen, re
quiring a full-length Second Avenue subway to mitigate this condition. 
(Schreibman 2, Duane 1, Zupan 1, Russianoff 4, Pearlstein 4, Maloney 1, 
Azumah 1, Elmer 1, Cornelius 2, Aryel1, Nolan 3, Schank 4) 

The FEIS should study the effects of constructing the full-length Second Ave
nue subway and commit to it in the Record of Decision issued for East Side 
Access. The combination of East Side Access and the Second Avenue subway 
should be the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS. (Schreibman 2, Zupan 4, 
Russianoff 6, Maloney 5) 

I favor a four-track Second Avenue line from 180th Street down to Grand 
Street, with two tracks continuing to Dyre Avenue and to Pelham Bay Park 
Stations should be placed every half mile. (Hitch 2) 

The people who want the Second A venue subway are not the people who 
want East Side Access. The people who want East Side Access voted for the 
Governor and the people who want the Second A venue subway did not. The 
status of East Side Access versus the Second Avenue subway is an example 
of political pandering and, perhaps, graft. (Pearlstein 5) 

The MTA has allocated $1.05 billion for the Second Avenue subway project, 
which would relieve the overcrowding on the Lexington Avenue line. 
However, that project should not be considered as a mitigation measure for 
the East Side Access Project's impact on the Lexington Avenue subway at 
Grand Central Terminal. The Second Avenue subway is a separate and dis
tinct major capital project with distinctly different goals and objectives and 
is intended to address needs that extend well beyond the incremental conges
tion on the downtown Nos. 4 and 5 trains at Grand Central identified in this 
EIS. Construction of the Second A venue subway, which is itself a multi
billion dollar undertaking, must be considered as a separate and distinct proj
ect serving independent goals and objectives, rather than as related to East 
Side Access. As a result, the Second Avenue subway project should not be 
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identified as a mitigation commitment in the Record of Decision prepared for 
the Preferred Alternative. 

The East Side Access DEIS analyzes and describes the project's effects on 
conditions on the Lexington Avenue subway line in Chapter 9, Section C (see 
the response above). The DEIS also describes MTA NYCT's proposal for a 
new subway beneath Second Avenue. As noted in the DEIS, NYCT is cur
rently conducting the Manhattan East Side Transit Alternatives (MESA) 
study, which is intended to improve mobility and reduce transit crowding on 
Manhattan's East Side. This study is identified in the East Side Access DEIS 
on pages S-34, 9A-5, and 9C-50. A DEIS for MESA was completed in August 
1999. The East Side Access Project DEIS also notes (see pages 9C-50 and 
9C-51) that MTA has plans to construct a full-length Second Avenue subway 
that will extend generally along Second Avenue from 125th Street in East 
Harlem to the Financial District in Lower Manhattan, and that the MESA 
Study is an important and necessary step in the planning for the Second Ave
nue subway project. The DEIS goes on to say that this new Second Avenue 
subway has as a goal the "reduction of peak hour demand on the Lexington 
A venue subway, reducing delays in passenger loading and unloading at major 
stations, including 42nd Street, and thus increasing train capacity by allowing 
better train throughput" (page 9C-52). 

Comment 94: The project should move forward now because it is further along in the pro
cess than the Second Avenue subway. (Elmer 3, Olmstead 3) 

This project should not be held up for the Second Avenue subway. (Troy 3, 
Landers 2) 

Response: Comments noted. The preliminary construction staging schedule shown in the 
DEIS (Figure 17-1) is based on commencement of construction in late 2000/ 
early 2001. 

Comment 95: What would the impact on transit revenue be when LIRR riders walk rather 
than use transit once they arrive in Manhattan? (Schank 14) 

Response: As described throughout the DEIS, East Side Access would allow many LIRR 
commuters bound for Manhattan's East Side to avoid using NYCT subways 
to complete their journeys to work. As is shown in the ridership forecasting 
appendix (see Tables 4-7 and 5-7 in Appendix C ofthe DEIS), with East Side 
Access in place, a decrease in weekday subway ridership of 12,247 riders 
would occur in 2010 and 12,955 riders in 2020 compared to the No Action. 
These riders are not only on subway trains from Penn Station, but also sub
way trains from Queens, since with the project, LIRR commuters bound for 
the East Side of Manhattan would no longer choose to transfer in Queens for 
the subway. Systemwide, the daily loss of revenue in 2000 dollars in compari
son with the No Build condition would be $70,500; and on an annual basis, 
$15.1 million (please note that the average fare per rider is less than $1.50). 
This has been reflected in the FEIS (see pages 5-37 and 22-20). In comparison 
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to existing conditions, however, there would be virtually no revenue lost since 
it is estimated that growth between now and 2020 (No Action) will generate 
12,000 new riders. 

EFFECTS ON OTHER RAIL TRANSPORTATION PROVIDERS 

Comment 96: The lack of specifics in the DEIS, combined with the very real potential for 
serious impacts to Amtrak train service, means additional work is necessary 
to understand project impacts and appropriate mitigation. (Ernst lA) 

Response: The level of detail in the DEIS is appropriate for an Environmental Impact 
Statement and provides the correct level of information to analyze, describe, 
and disclose potential environmental impacts to concerned parties. The very 
specific design details requested by Amtrak in their comments are of interest 
only to a small audience. For this reason, the East Side Access team has met 
with Amtrak regularly in a series of monthly coordination meetings beginning 
in January 1999 that involved both technical and operational personnel. At 
these meetings, additional supporting materials were provided for review by 
Amtrak. The details provided in the DEIS, together with the responses to 
comments and corrections provided in the FEIS, provide appropriate informa
tion for FTA to issue a Record ofDecision for the project. 

Comment 97: Throughout the DEIS, the baseline drawings used for Sunnyside Yard are out
dated and do not reflect current conditions at the yard. For example, the ac
cess roadway from 42nd Place to the new high speed rail service and inspec
tion facility is not indicated, and the impact of the fourth loop track on this 
roadway is not discussed. Use of up-to-date and more complete drawings 
would allow a more complete determination of whether the East Side Access 
Project would result in impacts to buildings, track, catenaries, substations, 
and utilities. (Ernst 2) 

Response: 

Without elevation drawings of proposed construction at and about Sunnyside 
Yard, it is not possible to assess the potential for impacts from the East Side 
Access Project to the existing electric substations, utility tunnels, air com
pressor station, utilities, catenaries, and other existing facilities at the yard. 
(Ernst 3) 

In response to this comment, the base maps of Sunnyside Yard are updated in 
the FEIS. Please note, however, that the drawings provided in the main 
volume of the DEIS are intended to be illustrative of the analysis presented in 
the text and are not intended to be used as engineering drawings. 

As described above in response to Comment 96, the East Side Access team 
has met with Amtrak regularly during the EIS process to present supporting 
information that is specifically of interest to Amtrak. The East Side Access 
team will continue to meet and coordinate with Amtrak throughout the project 
design process. Drawings will be provided for review by Amtrak, and all con
struction packages will be field-verified and submitted for review by Amtrak. 
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Further, as noted in Chapter 13 of the DEIS, "Utilities," a detailed field sur
vey of utilities is being conducted and a utility relocation report is being pre
pared by the project designers. This report will also be provided to Amtrak 
for review. 

Regarding impacts to the roadway from 42nd Place as a result of construction 
of the loop track, East Side Access will maintain access to this area through
out construction. 

Comment 98: Plans for the yard do not appear to include a connection between Amtrak and 
the New York & Atlantic Railway on subtrack 4; loss of this planned connec
tion would impact Amtrak plans for mail and express business deliveries. 
(Ernst 17) 

Response: A new connection that would allow Amtrak to gain access to NY AR would 
be provided by East Side Access as part of the LIRR maintenance facility at 
Yard A/Arch Street. 

Comment 99: The Harold Interlocking at Sunnyside Yard should include both an eastward 
and a westward bypass; without both bypasses, Amtrak's service-and par
ticularly its critically important high speed rail service between Boston and 
Washington, D.C.-will be compromised. (Ernst 30) 

Response: The East Side Access Project would not adversely affect Amtrak's operating 
capacity through Harold in an eastward direction. When East Side Access is 
complete, Amtrak's eastbound service would operate exactly as it does today. 
Amtrak trains would use exactly the same routing as they do today, with the 
same degree of flexibility. East Side Access trains would operate on separate, 
parallel tracks and consequently would have no effect on eastbound Amtrak 
service. The project would include a westbound bypass, which would signifi
cantly improve Amtrak's operating capacity in the westward direction. 

Comment 100: Control of dispatches for Plaza Interlocking needs to be with Penn Station 
Central Control to allow for proper functioning of connections through 
Harold Interlocking and Sunnyside. Otherwise, delays in Amtrak Northeast 
Corridor service are inevitable. (Ernst 32) 

Response: The East Side Access Project would address the control of Plaza Interlocking 
in the context of the entire LIRR system, including the Penn Station Control 
Center and the proposed new Jamaica Control Center. This would provide for 
efficient and reliable operation of all train routings. 

Comment 101: The existing software used at Penn Station for controlling train operations 
and movements at Penn Station and Harold Interlocking will need modifica
tion each time Harold Interlocking is changed and will need to accommodate 
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AC and DC plate changes. The East Side Access Project should make pro
visions to deal with these project-created changes and costs. (Ernst 34) 

Response: East Side Access would provide all necessary modifications at the Penn 
Station Control Center. 

Comment 102: It is not clear whether the DEIS assumes at page 9B-4 that new track capacity 
at Penn Station as a result of fewer LIRR trips into the station will be utilized 
by Metro-North Railroad. If so, note that future use of these slots is up to 
Amtrak, and a determination of their use cannot be made at this point. 
(Ernst 35) 

Response: The DEIS does not assume that the new capacity at Penn Station would be 
used by Metro-North; rather, it indicates that once this capacity is available, 
it allows Metro-North the possibility of implementing such new service. 
Moreover, MTA does not agree with the assertion that future use of LIRR 
slots at Penn Station is up to Amtrak. The text in the EIS has been clarified re
garding this point (see page 9B-4). 

TRAVEL TIME SAVINGS OF EAST SIDE ACCESS 

Comment 103: The travel time savings to be realized by passengers using the new East Side 
Access service is overstated due to the depth of the terminal beneath GCT and 
the increased time required to rise up to the surface. (Fruchtman 5) 

Response: Either engineering option of the Preferred Alternative would save time for 
commuters with destinations on the East Side of Manhattan. Option 2 would 
be designed with multiple, high-speed escalators, allowing passengers easy 
and unconstrained egress from the terminal. In contrast, commuters exiting 
from Penn Station must spend minutes waiting in queues to exit from plat
forms and stairways. Overall, the time spent exiting from Penn Station and 
from Option 2 at GCT would be similar, and in no way would the time spent 
exiting from Option 2 eliminate the time savings for LIRR commuters with 
destinations on the East Side. 

Comment 104: There would be no savings in train travel time to GCT because the distance to 
each terminal is about equal; thus any savings from commuters "doubling 
back" is fictitious. (Fruchtman 6) 

Response: While the travel time on the train to Penn Station and GCT would be essen
tially the same, a new terminal on the East Side of Manhattan would bring 
many commuters closer to their final destinations on the East Side. This 
would shorten the total amount of time those commuters spend traveling to 
and from work each day, by eliminating time spent riding the subway or in 
other modes traveling from Penn Station to their workplaces. 
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PEDESTRIAN CONDITIONS 

Comment 105: Congestion on sidewalks in the Madison and Lexington Avenue areas near 
GCT should be considered in connection with the East Side Access and 
should be included in this DEIS. (Epstein 7) 

Response: The impacts of the Preferred Alternative on sidewalk congestion in the 
Madison and Lexington Avenue areas near GCT, along with suggested miti
gation of those impacts, are discussed on pages 9C-52 to 9C-58 of the DEIS. 
Additionally, Figure 9C-5, following page 9C-14, provides a graphic display 
of the locations where pedestrian impacts at the street level were analyzed. 

Comment 106: A street tree survey for the project site should be conducted in conjunction 
with landscaping recommendations. All potential tree removals should be dis
closed in the EIS. Any street trees removed by the applicant must be replaced 
pursuant to Parks' Basal Area Replacement Formula. A tree survey andre
moval/replacement plan must be reviewed and approved by the Commis
sioner. (Laird 2) 

Response: The DEIS discusses a number of potential strategies for mitigating pedestrian 
impacts of the project in the vicinity of GCT. These strategies include 
clearing or limiting street furniture; relocating refuse bags awaiting pickup; 
and relocating sidewalk vendors, newspaper kiosks and flower boxes; among 
other measures and potentially relocating two modest-size trees. These 
strategies would be implemented by the New York City Department of 
Transportation, the Grand Central Partnership, or other appropriate entities, 
if they determine the measures are warranted. Should the project require the 
removal of street trees, those trees would be replaced pursuant to the New 
York City Department of Parks and Recreation's Basal Area Replacement 
Formula, in consultation with the Parks Department. The text in the FEIS re
flects this. 

PARKING CONDITIONS 

Comment 107: The DEIS does not thoroughly detail a workable strategy for dealing with the 
parking shortages at LIRR stations that would result from the project. At
tempting to switch riders from one station to another with fare incentives may 
work if it is coordinated with schedules; a specific plan for doing this should 
be outlined in the final EIS. Also, given the track record for feeder bus service 
on Long Island, why is it assumed that feeder bus service will work at this 
time? Since the vast majority of LIRR riders drive to their local station, and 
one of this project's main goals is to increase LIRR ridership, parking mitiga
tion is vital to the success of this project. The final EIS must consider other 
measures to substitute for the ones above. (Schank 7) 

Response: The range of parking mitigation or accommodation options outlined on page 
9E-33 of the DEIS is intended as a framework for dealing with parking 

28-49 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

shortfalls projected for some LIRR stations on Long Island. Since the LIRR 
owns fewer than 113 of the parking lots at LIRR stations on Long Island (the 
vast majority of the parking facilities fall under the jurisdiction of either the 
local town, village, or other local governing entity), any detailed strategy for 
expanding parking must be developed in conjunction with and tailored to 
local jurisdictions, subsequent to the finalization of East Side Access service 
plans. 

Regarding feeder bus service, this measure is intended merely as one compo
nent in a set of responses to parking shortfalls on Long Island and should not 
be considered as a stand-alone means of mitigating the problem of parking 
shortfalls at LIRR stations on Long Island. 

VEHICULAR CONGESTION 

Comment 108: The DEIS projects that East Side Access would help to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) and highway congestion. Does this projection take into ac
count the pent-up demand for automobile transportation currently suppressed 
by congestion and high auto travel times? Will space freed up on the high
ways soon disappear as other commuters find the highways more attractive? 
Will some of these commuters be former public transportation users? What is 
MTA's responsibility in addressing increases in VMT that may occur as are
sult of the project-led decrease? (Schank 8) 

Response: The ridership forecasting process used in the EIS employs a mode-choice 
model that determines the number of trips that would be made by auto, trans
it, and other modes in the future analysis years of 2010 and 2020 throughout 
the region. The future travel demand is based on population and employment 
growth projections expected by the two analysis years, as determined by the 
NYMTC. Within the total projected travel demand, the model accounts for 
"pent-up" demand for specific elements of the transportation network. For ex
ample, although the East Side Access Project would result in a reduction in 
the number of peak period vehicle trips, the number of trips made across the 
Queensboro Bridge is projected to remain steady. Some of the drivers who 
currently cross the Queensboro Bridge in automobiles during the peak hour 
would switch to the new East Side Access LIRR service, but other drivers 
who currently use other river crossings that have tolls would then switch to 
the Queensboro Bridge, where no toll is charged. However, the model does 
not increase the total travel demand (i.e., the total number of trips made) in 
the region during the peak period as a result of any induced o~ "pent-up" de
mand that may be unleashed because of unused highway capacity. It is not ex
pected that the project-related reduction in vehicle trips would be large 
enough to result in any perceptible change in available highway capacity. The 
forecasts show that approximately 14,200 auto users (equivalent to 12,100 
vehicles) would shift to the LIRR each day as a result of the new East Side 
Access service. In comparison, the model includes a total of 9.2 million daily 
trips on Long Island, with 1.6 million trips to Manhattan. Given the very 
small change in available capacity that would result from the project, it is 
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unlikely that the number of peak period auto trips would increase over that 
currently forecast by the model. If any auto trips were induced, they would 
most likely be trips that shifted from the "shoulder" periods into the peak 
hour, but the total number of daily trips would remain as predicted and the 
savings in vehicle miles traveled predicted for the project would still be 
realized. 

OTHER ASPECTS 

Comment 109: Express bus service should be offered between Jamaica and Manhattan, 
through the Midtown Tunnel, until East Side Access can be completed. 
(Azumah 5) 

Response: The DEIS includes an analysis of increased bus and ferry service between 
Queens and Manhattan as part of its TSM Alternative. However, new bus ser
vice would be of limited benefit, due to substantial existing congestion on the 
roadways from Queens to Manhattan. 

AIR QUALITY 

Comment 110: The DEIS presents a microscale carbon monoxide analysis for the year 2010 
at 10 receptor sites chosen across the study area using the New York City 
Environmental Quality Review and New York State Environmental Review 
Procedures guidance. In addition to receptors chosen via those methodol
ogies, the analysis should model the receptors that were modeled in the New 
York CO Attainment Demonstration SIP. Moreover, since it is typical for 
motor vehicle-related emissions to increase in the outyears because of in
creases in vehicles miles traveled, the year 2020 should also be analyzed to be 
consistent with long range planning practices. (Hargrove 5) 

Response: As described in the DEIS, the air quality analysis locations were chosen using 
CEQR and SEQR methodologies, which are based on EPA guidance for CO 
intersection modeling, based on locations where the proposed project has the 
potential to result in significant impacts. Since the proposed project would re
sult in an overall decrease in vehicular activity in the study area, the analysis 
locations were specifically chosen (using the criteria mentioned above in the 
comment, which are the criteria used in New York City and New York State 
for analyses of environmental impacts) to examine very localized potential 
impacts. Those locations are at Long Island stations where increased ridership 
would result in additional vehicle trips and at key intersections around GCT 
where increased taxi activity (as well as increased pedestrian frictions) would 
occur. As described in the DEIS (see page 1 0-8), analysis locations were 
selected based on a combination of worst-case existing traffic conditions, 
largest overall volumes, and most project-generated trips. An analysis of the 
locations in the New York CO Attainment Demonstration is not necessary, 
since the project would not result in any significant increase in vehicle ac
tivity at those locations and therefore would not increase pollutant levels at 
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those sites. Attainment Demonstration sites in Manhattan consist largely of 
sites that would not be affected at all by the project, such as along Route 9A 
on the Hudson River, at Lincoln Center, on the Lower East Side on Delancey 
Street, at Columbus Circle, and at Tenth Avenue and 57th Street. The At
tainment Demonstration also includes sites that would be affected by the 
project, but the project's effect would be to decrease CO concentrations at 
those sites because of its reduction in auto trips to Midtown Manhattan (as 
described in the DEIS, the project would reduce the number of auto trips to 
Midtown by approximately 6,000 in the peak period). These sites include 
Second Avenue and 36th Street, which is used by traffic traveling to and from 
the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, Third Avenue and 57th Street (affected by 
traffic from the Queensboro Bridge), and Herald Square, which is affected by 
Penn Station traffic. Also, as described in the DEIS in Chapter 9, "Transpor
tation," section C ("GCT Area"), the project would also result in traffic 
benefits in the Times Square area, where two Attainment Demonstration 
analysis sites are located. 

It should be noted that the DEIS analysis concluded that only one of the 10 
locations where detailed air quality analyses were conducted would have a 
significant air quality impact that would require mitigation. That location is 
at Madison Avenue and 48th Street, where the project would create two new 
entrances to Grand Central Terminal. These results confirm that the project's 
adverse air quality effects are very localized and related to the actual access 
points of the project. 

As discussed on page 10-12 of the DEIS, 2010 was selected as the critical 
analysis year for the microscale analysis. The choice of the project's esti
mated time of completion (ETC) for the microscale air quality analysis is not 
unusual for an EIS in the New York metropolitan area. This is due to the ef
fect of vehicle turnover (i.e., newer, less polluting vehicles replacing older 
ones with higher emissions) on pollutant emissions even with the expected in
crease in VMT. As discussed on page 9C-19 of the EIS, due to high levels of 
existing congestion in the study area and limited portal capacity, peak hour 
traffic growth in Midtown is expected to average only 0.25 percent per year 
from 2010 to 2020, for a total of 2.5 percent. In contrast, based on EPA's 
MOBILESB emission factor model, idle emission factors (the most signifi
cant contributor to intersection concentrations) from light-duty gas vehicles 
are expected to decrease by 6 to 7 percent from 2010 to 2020. Therefore, CO 
concentrations in the Midtown area are expected to decrease slightly between 
2010 and 2020, even assuming continued growth in VMT. 

Comment 111: The increase in Midtown Manhattan air pollution levels should be considered 
in connection the East Side Access and should be included in this DEIS. 
(Epstein 6) 

Response: The DEIS includes a detailed analysis of the East Side Access Project's im
pacts on air pollutant levels both in Midtown Manhattan as well as at other lo
cations in Chapter 10, "Air Quality." As described there, with implementation 
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of traffic mitigation measures, the Preferred Alternative would not result in 
significant adverse impacts in terms of localized air quality. Overall, the 
project would result in reductions in air pollutant burdens in the New York 
region, including Midtown Manhattan. 

Comment 112: The DEIS projects an improvement in air quality in the New York region due 
to new LIRR customers who formerly drove. Is this based on the assumption 
that East Side Access would reduce VMT for the region (see comment 
above)? (Schank 9) 

Response: As discussed on page 10-14 of the DEIS, the air quality analysis predicts a net 
decrease in air pollutants from a reduction in VMT due to the project. As 
discussed above in response to Comment 108, it is not expected that the 
reductions in VMT as a result of the project would be offset by any induced 
or "pent-up" auto demand. 

Comment 113: Would the number of vehicle "cold starts" increase or decrease with East Side 
Access? Cold starts are a more serious contributor to poor air quality than 
VMT. Since most LIRR commuters drive to their boarding station, and there 
will be more LIRR riders after East Side Access is complete, does this mean 
that "cold starts" will increase? (Schank 1 0) 

Response: While it is true that "cold-start" vehicles (i.e., the first 505 seconds after vehi
cle start-up) emit pollutants at a much higher rate than "hot-stabilized" vehi
cles, the effects of the cold-start portion diminishes as the length of the trip 
increases. In any event, the number of "cold-start" operations with or without 
the project would be essentially the same. With East Side Access in place, the 
same number of trips would be made from Long Island and eastern Queens to 
western Queens and Manhattan, but more of these trips would be made by 
train rather than by automobile. Thus, more people would be driving to LIRR 
stations than making the longer trip to Manhattan. Nonetheless, essentially 
the same number of people would be starting their vehicles each morning and 
each evening. 

The reduction in pollutant emissions predicted in the DEIS is a result of the 
reduction in the length of each trip and not any change in the number of start
up operations. 

Comment 114: The statement "In terms of NY AR operations, only Blissville Yard would ex
perience an increase in diesel locomotive operations" needs clarification. The 
DEIS should make clear the specific impact on air quality particularly at 
Fresh Pond Yard, which sits adjacent to Mafera Park, and Highbridge Yard, 
which is located across the Harlem River from Highbridge Park and near 
Macombs Dam Park. (Laird 3) 

Response: As described in Chapter 10, "Air Quality," Blissville Yard is the only location 
that could potentially see an increase in diesel locomotive operations because, 
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unlike Maspeth and Fresh Pond Yards, NY AR does not currently use Bliss
ville Yard for freight operations. Currently, both Maspeth and Fresh Pond 
Yards are used by NY AR as storage and trans-loading sites. By relocating 
NY AR maintenance operations from Yard A to Fresh Pond Yard, the project 
would not result in increased diesel locomotive operations at Fresh Pond 
Yard. NY AR currently moves trains from Fresh Pond and Maspeth Yards to 
Yard A for maintenance. The project would allow NY AR to consolidate 
storage and maintenance of trains at Fresh Pond and Maspeth, eliminating the 
need to move trains to Yard A, but not increasing train movements to and 
through Fresh Pond and Maspeth Yards. Consequently, there would be no 
change in air quality at Mafera Park. 

As stated on page 10-17 of the FEIS, at Highbridge, the project would provide 
for the storage of electric and dual-mode (electric-diesel) equipment only. 
The dual-mode trains would be operated in electric mode at Highbridge. 
Since electric trainsets do not emit pollutants, air pollutant levels would not 
be changed by the project at Highbridge Yard. Consequently, there would be 
no effect in the air quality at Highbridge Park or Macombs Dam Park. 

CONTAMINATED MATERIALS 

Comment 115: The DEIS underestimates the potential impacts to groundwater and soils at 
Sunnyside Yard from project dewatering activities and omits a reasonable 
alternative that would avoid most of these impacts. Amtrak's remediation of 
the yard cannot be expected to be complete before work commences on the 
East Side Access Project in 2001, and even with the safeguards indicated in 
the DEIS for construction of the IBM launch site, the real risk remains that 
the PCB-contaminated plume would be affected. Any movement of the 
plume, either vertically or horizontally, is unacceptable. Further, note that a 
portion of the plume and an area of soil contamination is located under and 
around the proposed new track on LIRR property that will be used to access 
Yard A. Failure to remedy this area of contamination now to the satisfaction 
of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC) could require later action and interfere with later operations. A 
reasonable alternative to the very real possibility of moving the plume is 
available to East Side Access Project sponsors: remediation of the free
floating product before the East Side Access Project begins. (Ernst 5A) 

Response: The East Side Access Project recognizes its responsibility not to interfere 
with future or ongoing remediation at Sunnyside Yard or to exacerbate condi
tions by causing movement of the contaminated plume. As described in the 
EIS, the project work in Queens has been specifically designed so as to avoid 
movement of the groundwater in the area, and the East Side Access engineers 
are confident in the proven effectiveness of the techniques to be used. As de
scribed in the EIS, the East Side Access excavation site in Yard A would not 
be actively "dewatered." Excavation for East Side Access tunnel structures 
and the TBM launch shaft would take place within sealed cofferdams (re
ferred to throughout the DEIS as the "bathtub"). Incidental ingress of 
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groundwater would be collected and continuously recharged to ensure that 
drawdown of groundwater in the immediate vicinity of the excavation would 
be held within the limits of normal seasonal variation. Far field effects on 
groundwater (e.g., the effects in the vicinity of the plume cited in the com
ment) are calculated to be negligible. As the project design progresses, East 
Side Access engineers will continue to study conditions at Sunnyside Yard 
and work with Amtrak and NYSDEC to explore other technologies to ensure 
that the groundwater and contaminated plume do not move during construc
tion for East Side Access. 

Comment 116: With respect to Sunnyside Yard/Yard A, this area has been designated as a 
Class 2 inactive hazardous waste site by NYSDEC, and Amtrak and 
NYSDEC are cleaning up the site. We want to encourage FTA's and MTA's 
commitment to avoid and minimize any interference or obstruction with that 
clean up effort, and would like to suggest that FT A and MTA examine oppor
tunities to enhance and expedite the clean up efforts at these locations. 
(Hargrove 7) 

Response: The DEIS describes that Sunnyside Yard is a designated Class 2 Inactive Haz
ardous Waste Disposal Site and that the project sponsors are aware of there
sponsibility not to prevent or significantly interfere with any proposed, on
going, or completed remediation program in Sunnyside Yard. See also the re
sponse to Comment 115. Please note that currently no clean up agreement 
exists between NYSDEC and Amtrak; the agreement is to investigate condi
tions at the site. 

Comment 117: Please note that in addition to dewatering for the TBM launch site, the TBM 
will tunnel through areas where the groundwater is contaminated with chlori
nated solvents. Dewatering in connection with those activities, and the possi
bility of incurring and disposing of such contaminated groundwater, should 
also be addressed in the DEIS. (Ernst 5B) 

Response: As described in the DEIS (see Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction 
Impacts"), the project would have an on-site slurry plant, where the slurry 
used by the TBM could be recycled for reuse. This plant would have a water 
treatment facility that could treat any contaminated groundwater encountered, 
so that the groundwater could be disposed of in the sewer system. As de
scribed on pages 17-55 and 17-56 of the DEIS, site-specific CCMPs would be 
prepared for all project areas. The CCMPs would provide details on the ex
tent of pre-discharge treatment, if necessary, of groundwater encountered 
during tunneling. As described above in response to Comment 115, the 
project would not require active dewatering. 

Comment 118: Another related concern is that project dewatering activities could cause off
site groundwater, which is more heavily contaminated with chlorinated sol
vents, to flow on-site. This should be discussed. (Ernst 5C) 
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Response: As described above in response to Comment 115, the project would notre
quire active dewatering in Yard A and is being designed to avoid moving 
groundwater at Sunnyside Yard. No active dewatering activities are proposed. 
Only incidental leakage of groundwater into the sealed cofferdam would oc
cur, and continuous recharging would eliminate effects on groundwater 
movements. Far-field effects on groundwater are calculated to be negligible. 

Comment 119: The DEIS does not discuss the need for appropriate handling of sewer lines 
relocation at Sunnyside Yard in order to avoid potential adverse impacts. 
Some of the sewer lines at Sunnyside Yard have been identified as containing 
PCBs and require investigation and cleanup. Any relocation of lines must 
take into consideration the need for proper handling and disposal of such lines 
and must be coordinated with Amtrak. (Ernst 6) 

Response: As described in the DEIS (see Chapter 13, "Utilities"), as the project design 
progresses, a detailed utility relocation report will be prepared that sets forth 
the specific utilities to be relocated and the means for performing that reloca
tion. Any contaminated materials affected by project construction, including 
those within utilities to be relocated, would be addressed in accordance with 
applicable regulations. 

Comment 120: Please note a number of factual corrections in the Contaminated Materials 
chapter in the discussion of existing conditions at Sunnyside Yard. On page 
14-7, we note that the plume ofPCB-contaminated oil contains approximately 
75,000, not 200,000, gallons of product. Also, there are no "transformer yard 
areas" at Sunnyside Yard; the transformers on site are dispersed. On page 
14-8, another NYSDEC Class 2 Inactive Hazardous Waste Site is located to 
the north of Sunnyside Yard and is a source of chlorinated solvent-contami
nated groundwater. (Ernst 7) 

Response: The size of the PCB-contaminated plume has been corrected in the FEIS. The 
text has also been corrected to indicate that there are transformers in the yard 
(but not transformer areas). The presence of another NYSDEC Class 2 Inac
tive Hazardous Waste Site has been specifically noted in the text as well. 

Comment 121: The DEIS should also make clear that all construction activities in the yard, 
including those involving construction of replacement buildings for Amtrak 
sites requiring demolition for the project, must be addressed with NYSDEC 
pursuant to the 1989 Order on Consent. (Ernst 8) 

Response: The FEIS is revised to clarify that all construction activities in Sunnyside 
Yard must be addressed with NYSDEC pursuant to the Order on Consent. 
Please note that demolition of Amtrak buildings is no longer required by East 
Side Access (this is described in more detail in the response to Comments 151 
and 152). 
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Comment 122: The DEIS should note that all soil disposal from Sunnyside Yard must be 
coordinated with Amtrak. There are restrictions on where material generated 
from Amtrak property can be shipped, and all soil from soil excavations must 
be sampled, properly classified, documented, and properly disposed of. This 
activity must be coordinated with Amtrak, which must concur on the final 
destination of such soils. (Ernst 9) 

Response: The FEIS is revised to clarify that all soil disposal from Sunnyside Yard must 
be coordinated with Amtrak. 

Comment 123: While the DEIS briefly discusses what may be done at Sunnyside YardNard 
A with any contaminated materials, it does not provide any information re
garding where the material will be disposed once it is either treated on-site or 
not. The DEIS also states that groundwater that is encountered in construction 
will be sampled and analyzed; however, the document does not discuss how 
groundwater will be treated and disposed. We recommend that the FEIS de
scribe the procedures that FT A would follow in order to meet the require
ments of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), such as 
1) MT A or their contractor would become a hazardous waste generator upon 
extraction of any contaminated soils; 2) a generator identification number 
must be obtained in order to transport hazardous materials; 3) more speci
ficity regarding on-site treatment of contaminated groundwater and soils; and 
4) the procedures that will be used to comply with the requirements for 
handling and disposing of hazardous waste. (Hargrove 8) 

Response: As described in Chapter 14, "Contaminated Materials," of the DEIS and sum
marized in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts," site
specific Construction Contaminant Management Plans (CCMPs) would be 
developed for all project areas to provide guidance related to hazardous ma
terials or chemicals that may be encountered in soil or groundwater. The 
CCMPs will describe the requirements for handling, management, treatment, 
and disposal of contaminated materials encountered during construction. As 
part of the CCMPs, the project's construction activities would comply with 
manifest requirements under state and federal regulations. The specific details 
of these plans will be developed as the project design moves forward. Please 
note, however, that as noted in the DEIS, the subsurface investigations con
ducted for East Side Access indicate that the deep excavation proposed is less 
likely to encounter contaminated soil. 

Comment 124: It is not clear whether the abandoned substation IA at Sunnyside Yard re
quires demolition; if so, significant environmental issues involving asbestos 
and pigeon waste will be implicated. (Ernst 10) 

Response: The abandoned substation lA would not be demolished as part of East Side 
Access. Please note, however, that the DEIS does indicate (see page 14-21, as 
well as 14-24 through 14-26) that any asbestos or contaminated materials 

28-57 



MT A/LIRR East Side Access FEIS 

encountered in structures to be demolished would be removed prior to demo
lition, according to all applicable state and local regulations. 

Comment 125: The DEIS discusses maintenance and cleaning operations at Highbridge Yard 
and Yard A, for example. While we appreciate the efforts to control and con
vey the runoff of chemicals associated with these operations to specific sewer 
systems, we would also suggest that FT A and MT A examine options for pol
lution prevention pursuant to the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (PPA). We 
recommend that the FEIS discuss programs and practices that can be imple
mented at these facilities, such as recycling or reusing car cleaning chemicals, 
or treatment of maintenance materials before they enter the sewer system, that 
ensure that the project will comply with the PP A. (Hargrove 9) 

Response: The maintenance and cleaning facilities developed for the East Side Access 
Project would be designed in accordance with the provisions of the PPA. The 
discussion of this issue is expanded in the FEIS (see Chapter 15). 

Comment 126: The known contaminants of concern that could potentially be encountered 
during construction are PCBs, free petroleum and its volatile/semi-volatile 
organic compounds, chlorinated solvents, pesticides and metals. The investi
gations have covered past and current uses of the sites, visual inspection of all 
potential areas of contamination (such as USTs or ASTs, PCB containing 
transformers, storage areas, areas of illegal dumping, etc.). (de Quillfeldt 1) 

Response: Comment noted. The EIS describes the contaminants of concern and investi
gations conducted for the project in Chapter 14. 

Comment 127: Any environmental impacts present or inherent as a result of past site opera
tions, but not caused by the construction, are not addressed by the DEIS. (de 
Quillfeldt 2) 

Response: The purpose of this EIS is to assess potential impacts related to the construc
tion and/or operation of the proposed East Side Access Project, and if neces
sary, present reasonable and feasible mitigation measures to eliminate or 
minimize any significant adverse impacts. 

Comment 128: In Manhattan, GCT is in unfractured bedrock, so there would be little soil re
moval. Environmental impacts are unlikely. The project recognizes the possi
bility of encountering perched water tables at the soil bedrock interface that 
could require product recovery as a result of some past spills. (de Quillfeldt 
3) 

Response: Comment noted. This comment is essentially correct, especially for Option 2. 
However, under Option 1, the DEIS did disclose that some soil would be dis
turbed underneath the Metro-North tunnel. 
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Comment 129: The description of Amtrak Sunnyside Yard on page 14-2 as a Class 2 site is 
somewhat incorrect. A Class 2 designation applies to a site which poses sig
nificant threat to human health and/or the environment and where action is 
required. (de Quillfeldt 4) 

Response: The additional text suggested has been added to the FEIS. 

Comment 130: NYSDEC was not involved in the review of any investigation work plans for 
the Roosevelt Island location. (de Quillfeldt 5) 

Response: Based on a preliminary site assessment performed for Roosevelt Island, it was 
determined that detailed subsurface investigations were not necessary. 

Comment 131: The rationale for proposing New York City Sewer Ordinance Criteria forcer
tain metals as threshold levels for groundwater is not clear. A Long Island 
Well permit would be required if construction would involve dewatering, and 
the permit conditions would specify the discharge criteria. All groundwater 
in New York State are classified GA, and Part 703 Class GA groundwater 
standards should be used at all sites, regardless of whether the groundwater 
is used for drinking or not. For soils, TAGM 4046 numbers should be used, 
except at sites where higher numbers are specifically approved with deed re
strictions. (de Quillfeldt 6) 

Response: Although all groundwater in New York State is classified GA, the East Side 
Access Project's only potential effect on groundwater is dewatering and the 
resulting discharge. It is anticipated that minimal dewatering may occur at 
one or more locations as part of the construction phase of the project. As de
scribed in the EIS, the construction techniques developed for the project in 
Queens would minimize the amount of dewatering required there. The proj
ect's "bathtub" would be constructed with a slurry wall, to minimize the de
watering required, and pumps would be installed to remove any water that 
leaks into the bathtub. As noted in the comment, anywhere in the four coun
ties of Long Island, a well permit would be required with specific permit con
ditions determined as part of the permit process. No discharges to ground
water are anticipated; rather discharges would be to existing sewers or adja
cent surface water bodies. In Queens, disposal would most likely be to the 
existing sewer system and the New York City sewer ordinance levels would 
apply (potentially with other requirements for other contaminants of con
cern). Similarly, the New York City sewer ordinance levels would apply at 
Highbridge Yard in the Bronx, unless the discharge was to surface water. In 
that case, a SPDES permit would likely be required, with limits set equal to 
(or some multiple of) the applicable surface water standards. Therefore, in the 
DEIS comparisons were made of existing contaminant concentrations in 
groundwater to both New York City sewer ordinance levels and surface water 
quality standards of the closest surface water body. 

T AGM 4046 is a guidance document with soil guidance values developed 
based on scenarios that do not and will not occur at the project sites (e.g., 
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residential use and potable groundwater). As such, comparison to these levels 
would merely indicate the sites are likely unsuitable for such purposes. Con
sistent with the approach currently being taken by NYSDEC at Sunnyside 
Yard, comparisons were made to soil screening levels more appropriate for 
the project sites' current and future use and restrictions. 

Comment 132: The TAGM 4046 number of 50 ppm for individual SVOC in soil applies un
less a lower number is specified. The Department does not recognize filtered 
samples, and only the unfiltered samples should be compared to the appro
priate standard. (de Quillfeldt 7) 

Response: As noted in the response to Comment 131, T AGM 4046 is a guidance docu
ment with values developed based on scenarios that do not and will not occur 
at the project sites. The value of 50 ppm for individual SVOCs was used only 
as a comparison to indicate potentially significant levels of contamination. 
The comparison to the individual T AGM 4046 SVOC levels would merely in
dicate most site soils are unsuitable as surface soils at residential sites. With 
respect to filtered samples, filtered samples were used to provide an indica
tion of water quality with mitigation in place, since the project would be 
using settling basins before discharging any groundwater encountered during 
tunnel construction into the sewer system. The majority of surface water stan
dards for metals require filtered samples to determine compliance. For this 
reason both results of filtered and unfiltered metals samples were presented 
to indicate the likelihood of compliance with the NYC Sewer Ordinance (un
filtered) and NYSDEC saline surface water standards/guidance values (fil
tered). Additionally, the results of filtered metals samples in groundwater are 
useful in determining the extent to which the metals are actually dissolved 
rather than indicative of suspended particulates which can be a result of the 
well conditions (especially in shallow wells installed in fill). 

Comment 133: Except for the cut and cover portion west of Park Avenue, all proposed con
struction in the Manhattan alignment is in deep bedrock. As a result, con
struction-related environmental impacts from potentially contaminated soil 
and groundwater, if any, are expected to be minimal. (de Quillfeldt 8) 

Response: Comment noted. This is especially true for Option 2. 

Comment 134: The construction of tunnels through Sunnyside Yard may cause the contami
nants to dislodge, and the free petroleum plume or the dissolved chlorinated 
solvents plume and/or the BTEX plume to expand and/or migrate off-site. 
The construction-related impacts of these plumes and other contaminants 
have not been fully evaluated, and NYSDEC at this time cannot make an un
equivocal statement that the proposed construction would not cause adverse 
environmental impacts. Because Sunnyside Yard is a Class 2 site, the project 
sponsors would need to closely coordinate the construction with Amtrak, the 
owners and operators of Sunnyside Yard. It may be possible to partially or 
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fully remediate the yard prior to proceeding with project construction. (de 
Quillfeldt 9) 

Response: The EIS does disclose the potential problems and issues associated with con
struction of the project through Sunnyside Yard, a Class 2 site. As noted in 
response to Comment 115, the East Side Access Project recognizes its respon
sibility not to interfere with future or ongoing remediation at Sunnyside Yard 
or to exacerbate conditions by causing movement of the contaminated plume. 
To the extent possible at this stage of the design, possible mitigation 
measures have been proposed to prevent movement of the floating plume, in
cluding the use of a low-permeability slurry wall to minimize any dewatering 
required. However, as the project proceeds into preliminary engineering and 
final design, the designers will continue to conduct subsurface investigations 
in an effort to refine the analysis of plume migration as well as the assessment 
of candidate measures to prevent any adverse impacts. The project team and 
its engineers will continue to work with NYSDEC and Amtrak on measures 
to avoid adverse impacts. 

Comment 135: As stated previously, all groundwater in New York State is considered Class 
GA regardless of its use or salinity concentrations. NYSDEC questions refer
ence to Class SD criteria in Table 14-3, Project Evaluation Criteria. (de 
Quillfeldt 1 0) 

Response: As outlined in response to Comment 131 above, the comparison of existing 
groundwater levels to surface water standards was made since it is possible 
that dewatered groundwater may be discharged to surface water. A SPDES 
permit would presumably be required for this discharge with limits set equal 
to (or some multiple of) the applicable surface water standards. 

Comment 136: It may be possible to justify the same clean-up standards at Yard A as estab
lished for Sunnyside Yard, with the same or similar deed restrictions. (de 
Quillfeldt 11) 

Response: The approach may well be appropriate for the areas affected by project
related construction activities in Yard A and will be discussed with NYSDEC 
during future meetings on project construction. 

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 

Comment 137: The FEIS should establish, to the satisfaction of the New York State Depart
ment of State, Division of Coastal Resources, and the NYC Local Waterfront 
Revitalization Program, that the project will not adversely affect the coastal 
zone of the State or the City. This analysis should be made while examining 
the project's effects on the State's coastal policies as set forth in the State's 
Coastal Management Program (CMP) and the City's coastal policies as con
tained in its Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (L WRP). That analysis 
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Response: 

should be set forth in the FEIS, preferably in a separate section of the docu
ment. As a State agency, the MT NLIRR is required to see to it that the proj
ect is carried out in consonance with the State's CMP and the City's LWRP 
and the policies as set forth in their respective documents. (Buerle 1) 

The DEIS and FEIS include a separate analysis of the project's effects on the 
coastal zone and consistency with the coastal policies. Please see Chapter 16, 
"Coastal Zone Management." 

CONSTRUCTION AND CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

GENERAL 

Comment 138: The impacts of this project during construction would be relatively small, as 
most of the work would occur underground with little activity on the surface. 
Using General Contractor Association contractors would assuage safety con
cerns about construction of the project. (Elmer 4) 

Response: Comment noted. Impacts associated with construction of the Preferred Alter
native are discussed in detail in Chapter 17 of the EIS. 

Comment 139: Direct and indirect employment from construction of the project would result 
in thousands of jobs for construction workers in the area, three out of four of 
whom reside in New York City, and build middle-class neighborhoods 
throughout the city. (Elmer 5) 

Response: Comment noted. Direct and indirect employment from construction of the 
Preferred Alternative of East Side Access is discussed on pages 17-25 and 
17-26 of the DEIS. 

Comment 140: The Department of Buildings has a memorandum of understanding (MOU) 
with Metro-North regarding the operation of cranes and derricks. The Depart
ment would request that a similar MOU be executed with the LIRR prior to 
any work being performed. (Visconti 3) 

Response: The East Side Access Project will look into Metro-North's arrangement with 
the Department of Buildings and work with the Department of Buildings on 
an acceptable agreement regarding the operation of cranes and derricks for 
the project. However, unlike Metro-North, LIRR personnel are not expected 
to operate cranes or derricks during the East Side Access Project construc
tion. All cranes and derricks would be operated by contractors, who would be 
expected to adhere to all applicable city regulations in relation to the use of 
cranes and derricks. 

Comment 141: The DEIS discloses that the excavated material from the drilling of the 13 
miles of tunnels through Queens and Manhattan will be brought up in 
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Queens, where it will be removed via rail and truck. We recommend that the 
FEIS further explore the options for beneficial reuse of this material, especial
ly for the considerable volume of material that is generated in Build Option 
2. (Hargrove 6) 

Response: The DEIS includes a discussion of some potential sites where the excavated 
material could be reused (see pages 17-17, 17-18, and 17-19). As noted in the 
DEIS, some of the materials would be used as backfill at Yard A and other 
project construction areas. The DEIS also states that some fill could also be 
used for embankments to be constructed as part of the Harold Interlocking 
improvements. Finally, the DEIS states, "While there are a number of poten
tial destinations for this material, specific locations cannot be determined at 
this time, due to a number of factors." Principally, those factors include the 
fact that the specific sequence, duration, and timing of construction, and the 
specific construction methodologies to be used are not yet finalized, so it is 
difficult to know what reuse sites might be available at the same time. For 
example, the DEIS notes that other large construction projects, such as land
fills and large-scale waterfront projects, might require fill materials from East 
Side Access. 

Comment 142: Although the DEIS explains that most construction activities will generally be 
contained within the construction sites and/or underground, any possible con
struction impacts on open space (specifically Mafera Park at Fresh Pond 
Yard) should be disclosed in Chapter 17. (Laird 4) 

Response: The discussion in the FEIS is revised to more clearly indicate that there proj
ect would not result in any significant adverse impacts on open spaces (in
cluding Mafera Park) during construction (see Chapter 17). 

IMPACTS ALONG MANHATTAN ALIGNMENT 

Comment 143: The impact of tunnel construction in the area from Second A venue to Park 
A venue, where tunnels run under a number of residences, has not been ad
equately discussed in the DEIS. (Gualtieri 2) 

Response: The DEIS includes a detailed analysis of the project's impacts during con
struction in Chapter 17, "Construction and Construction Impacts." This dis
cussion has been augmented in the FEIS to clarify that the tunnels in Manhat
tan from Second A venue to Park A venue would be within bedrock and that 
the amount of settlement of earth or structures above the tunnels is expected 
to be insignificant. Conceptual parametric studies of settlement potential con
ducted for structures overlying the multiple station caverns at GCT found 
them to be minimal, on the order of a few millimeters. Above the running tun
nels, the amount of underground excavation is smaller and the excavations 
are much deeper. Therefore, the influence of these excavations on overlying 
structures would be minimal. Strict enforcement of the project construction 
specifications, together with regular settlement monitoring of the overlying 
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properties and streets would ensure that the construction impacts remain 
within predicted and permitted ranges. Threshold (trigger) limits would be 
established for any settlements recorded, so that mitigation measures can be 
instituted ahead of any potential damage to the overlying properties and utili
ties. In the case of tunnels in rock, this would be expected to be limited to ad
ditional rock support and rock injection grouting from within the tunnels 
themselves. 

The EIS also includes a very detailed ground-borne noise and vibration study 
for the buildings above the tunnel, as discussed in the EIS in Chapter 11, 
"Noise and Vibration." That analysis concludes that no significant adverse 
noise or vibration impacts would occur to the buildings above the tunnel, with 
the inclusion of the mitigation measures planned as part of the project. 

IMPACTS IN QUEENS 

Comment 144: Disposing of excavated tunnel material via truck through Queens streets is not 
an acceptable option due to the impacts. Rail should be the only option for re
moving excavated material from tunnel construction sites in Queens. Using 
trucks even as a back-up plan in case the rail option is not adopted is simply 
not acceptable. (Shulman 1, Nolan 1) 

Response: While every effort would be made to remove excavated material via rail, re
moval of excavated material via truck must be kept open as an option, due to 
the potential contractual issues associated with using rail as the sole source of 
material removal. 

Comment 145: Newcomers High School is immediately adjacent to the proposed work site 
for the project, and we are concerned about impacts during construction. Be
cause all Queens high schools are currently overcrowded, Newcomers High 
School must remain functional during construction. Relocation is not an 
option. (Zedalis 1) 

The DEIS's discussion of noise impacts to the Newcomers High School at 
28-01 41st Avenue in Queens is inadequate. While the DEIS admits that the 
project may have significant adverse noise impacts on Newcomers School, 
we do not believe the proposed mitigation measures will meet the require
ments of existing New York State statutes or the needs of the school. The 
DEIS states that LIRR would consult with school officials during final design 
to consider the need for sound insulating construction fencing. However, we 
do not believe the installation of sound insulating fencing will be a satisfac
tory solution to the problems of noise and dust that may occur. The proximity 
of the school to the construction site, along with the school's need to keep 
windows open during summer months, will make noise a significant problem 
at the school that are not sufficiently mitigated in the DEIS. We do not see 
how the proposed remediation will prevent this project from violating there
quirements of the State Education Law, Section 155.5, Uniform Safety 
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Standards for School Construction and Maintenance Projects, which man
dates that construction and maintenance operations not produce noise in ex
cess of 60 dBA in the occupied spaces of school buildings. NYCT's 63rd 
Street Connector Project created several incidents in which excess dust pene
trated the building and, during the project's early stages, created a great deal 
of noise that disrupted the learning environment in the school. (Zedalis 2) 

We are also concerned about air quality and dust during construction. The 
DEIS treats the possibility of dust from the project as if it were not a substan
tial problem. However, the location and the need to keep windows open 
during warm weather leads us to believe that both dust and air quality would 
be significant problems at Newcomers High School. (Zedalis 5) 

The construction work for the East Side Access Project would not require re
location of any school activities. As described in the EIS (see Chapter 17), 
dust and noise emissions from the construction activities would be strictly 
controlled through application of technical control measures, detailed con
struction planning, specification of site-specific emission limits and control 
requirements in project construction contracts, and stringent MT A inspection 
of contractor compliance. Dust and noise emissions would be controlled to 
well within established health and safety limits. Please note that the State 
Education Law, Section 155.5, Uniform Safety Standards for School Con
struction and Maintenance Projects, mandates that school construction and 
maintenance projects implement acoustical abatement measures when school 
construction operations produce noise in excess of 60 dBA. However, the 
East Side Access Project is not a school construction or maintenance project, 
and consequently this standard is not applicable. 

Please note that the East Side Access work proposed is farther from the 
school than was the NYCT project. The nearest point of the tunnel construc
tion work activity anticipated is approximately 300 feet away from the nearest 
point on the Newcomers High School buildings (see Figure 17-6 in the FEIS). 
There would be no tunneling activities west of the eastern curb line of 29th 
Street and 41st Avenue. In contrast, NYCT's 63rd Street Connector Project 
involved construction activities in close proximity to the school. 

To address the Board of Education's concerns, however, additional quantified 
analysis of noise impacts during construction were performed for the FEIS. 
These analyses indicate that interior and exterior noise levels could increase 
by up to 10 dBA (constituting a doubling of loudness) due to project-related 
construction activities. While this increase would be temporary (the majority 
of work would occur over a 2Yz-year period, with minimal activity occurring 
on the site for another 212 years), the magnitude of the increase could poten
tially affect the learning environment in the classrooms facing the staging 
area on 29th Street. 

While a noise barrier would effectively mitigate the noise level increase for 
first-floor classrooms, it would be relatively ineffective for the upper floors 
of the school. As described in the FEIS (see Chapter 17), to minimize disrup
tions at Newcomers High School, MIA would work with representatives 
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from the school to develop a plan to mitigate the construction-related noise 
effects. Such a plan would include sound-insulating construction fencing and 
the installation of double-glazed windows or air conditioning units. MT A 
would continue to work with school representatives throughout the construc
tion period to address problems if they arise. 

Comment 146: The maintenance of the structural integrity of the Newcomers High School 
has not been adequately addressed, as tunneling work will occur almost di
rectly under the building. The ongoing NYCT 63rd Street Connector Project 
has caused tremors in the building even though the project is not nearly as 
large. (Zedalis 3) 

Response: The East Side Access Project would not require tunneling in the vicinity of 
Newcomers High School, since that part of the tunnel has already been com
pleted. The project would require only a small length of new tunnel from the 
existing 63rd Street Tunnel bellmouth, which is close to Northern Boulevard, 
across Northern Boulevard and into the Sunnyside Yard complex. The school 
buildings lie entirely outside the zone of influence of the project tunnel con
struction work; therefore, there would be no threat to the structural integrity 
of the school buildings. The nearest point ofthe tunnel construction work ac
tivity anticipated is approximately 300 feet away from the nearest point on 
the Newcomers High School building. There would be no tunneling activities 
west of the eastern curb line of 29th Street and 41st Avenue. In contrast, 
NYCT's 63rd Street Connector Project involved construction activities in 
close proximity to the school. See also the response to Comment 145. 

Comment 147: We are concerned about the potential health and safety of students traveling 
to and from school during the construction period. For NYCT's 63rd Street 
Connector work, for quite some time after construction began, the Transit 
Authority did not properly block off its construction site from the streets com
monly used by students to gain access to the school and this posed a clear 
danger to the students. (Zedalis 4) 

Response: The East Side Access Project construction site would be fully enclosed by 
fencing and/or barrier walls prior to commencement of work, to ensure public 
areas are protected. All vehicular traffic access to and from the site would be 
restricted to truck routes on Northern Avenue via secure entry/exit gates; no 
access would be permitted via 29th Street or 41st A venue. Anticipated traffic 
volumes are described in the DEIS in Chapter 17, "Construction and Con
struction Impacts." As described in the DEIS, Maintenance and Protection of 
Traffic Plans and Site Safety Plans would be developed during the detailed 
design stage of the project, and all work would be carried out in conformance 
with these plans to ensure the safety of the public as well as project construc
tion workers. 

28-66 



Chapter 28: Comments and Responses 

Comment 148: In summary, we believe that the project should not move forward without a 
firm commitment on the part ofthe MTA to do whatever is necessary to pre
vent a negative impact on the learning environment at Newcomers High 
School. We are more than willing to meet with representatives of the MT A to 
determine what must be done to ensure that the students at the school would 
not be adversely affected and that the project itself meets all the requirements 
of the State Education Law. We have been contacted by representatives of the 
MT A who have given us verbal assurances that the intend to do everything 
possible to work with us. However, the DEIS gives no such assurance. 
(Zedalis 6) 

Response: MT A is committed to ensure that the East Side Access construction work 
would be designed and carried out without causing unacceptable adverse ef
fects on the learning environment at Newcomers High School, and in compli
ance with federal and state regulations. MT A will continue to work with re
presentatives of the school throughout the project. The EIS has been revised 
to elaborate on this topic (see also the response to Comment 145). 

IMPACTS AT SUNNYSIDE YARD 

Comment 149: To avoid significant impacts to Amtrak operations, additional mitigation mea
sures during construction must be included. Even with the most advanced 
TBM methodology, given soil conditions at the yard, some soil settlement 
should be expected from tunneling activities. In addition, excavation on the 
north side of the yard appears to affect water table elevation and groundwater 
flow, which in tum can cause soil settlement. Any soil settlement at the yard, 
particularly beneath the body track, could case serious and significant delays 
in train service. Tunnel construction needs additional review, testing and con
tingency plans. Some suggested mitigation measures include soil monitoring, 
providing a carrier (self-supporting) rail during all phases of construction af
fecting a yard lead or track, and underpinning tracks in the yard. (Ernst 11) 

Response: During preparation of the DEIS, engineering studies were conducted of the 
potential for soil settlement. These studies (which are referenced as suppor
ting documents in the DEIS) describe the measures to be taken so that mini
mal to no soil settlement would occur as a result of the project. First, the tun
neling methodology selected was chosen to minimize the potential for soil 
settlement. In addition, settlement and groundwater levels would be intensive
ly monitored throughout the construction period. Corrective measures would 
be maintained on standby for immediate implementation, as appropriate, if 
specified threshold levels are being approached or exceeded. Analyses do not 
show track bridging or installation of underpinning, which would itself dis
rupt Amtrak operations, to be necessary or justifiable; East Side Access will 
continue to coordinate closely with Amtrak to ensure construction operations 
would not impact Amtrak operations. An expanded discussion of this issue is 
included in the FEIS. 
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Comment 150: We understand that two out of four train lines will be taken out of service at 
Harold Interlocking, with only a single temporary western bypass route for 
both LIRR and Amtrak, which will result in a single track operation for 
Amtrak service to and from Boston. The temporary western route would be 
primarily for LIRR service, reducing by half the number of tracks available to 
Amtrak. This will cause delays and seriously compromise Amtrak's new 
high-speed train service, which will at least double the number of Amtrak 
trains between Boston and Washington, D.C., by 2010. This impact can be 
addressed through the construction of a temporary eastern bypass as well as 
a western bypass. (Ernst 12) 

Response: The single-track Amtrak operation referred to in the comment would occur 
only during Harold Interlocking Construction Stage 3, which is scheduled to 
last for 12 months. The section of single-track would be between Gate and 
Harold Switch ZF2 (80 1 Switch of the current Harold Interlocking), a dis
tance of about 1.5 miles. In 1995, the Penn Station Utilization and Capacity 
Study simulated a single-track operation between Gate and Harold and 
showed that it could support Amtrak's proposed 2012 Operating Plan, in
cluding Acela service. In the event of Amtrak equipment failure on the single
track section of line, a quick response should occur because of the close prox
imity of Sunnyside Yard. 

Comment 151: The loss of body tracks 1 and 2, representing 40 percent of the storage area 
for the S&I Building, for the duration of the East Side Access construction 
will make it impossible to provide high speed service as currently scheduled. 
There is no indication in the DEIS whether body tracks 1 and 2 will be relo
cated or replaced prior to their removal from service. (Ernst 13) 

Loss of outbound motor and north runner tracks at Sunnyside Yard during 
Stage 1 construction will impact Amtrak's and NJ Transit's access to the en
gine service area and loop track, and make it impossible to route trains effi
ciently through Sunnyside Yard, which in tum will cause delays to New York 
dispatchments and degrade Northeast Corridor service. The document should 
clarify that the temporary north runner and outbound motor tracks will be 
constructed prior to these tracks being removed from service. (Ernst 14) 

Response: Since publication of the DEIS, the construction plan at Sunnyside has been 
modified to ameliorate impacts to Amtrak. The new plan, which is reflected 
in the FEIS, has relocated the TBM launch wall 150 feet north of the location 
described in the DEIS. In this revised plan, East Side Access would not affect 
body tracks 1 and 2 or outbound motor and north runner tracks at Sunnyside 
Yard during construction. 

Comment 152: Amtrak has no current plans to rebuild Buildings 2, 3, and 4 in Sunnyside 
Yard; loss of these buildings must be replaced with other permanent facilities 
for Amtrak maintenance and yard personnel, and this replacement must be 
part of the costs of East Side Access. The DEIS incorrectly states that Amtrak 
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plans to demolish these building and construct a new facility for maintenance 
and yard personnel. While this was identified as a long-term planning possi
bility, it is not currently in Amtrak's budget or plans. Building new facilities 
and relocating Amtrak's workforce is not discussed or indicated anywhere on 
the construction schedule. Also, please note that while the DEIS reflects that 
Buildings 2, 3, and 4 are planned for demolition, all other documents sub
mitted to Amtrak reflect the desired demolition of Buildings 3, 4, and 5. 
Please clarify. (Ernst 24) 

The plans reflected in the DEIS are silent on the condition of the TBM launch 
site upon project completion and return of the site to Amtrak. If the launch 
site is on Amtrak property, the site should be returned with the capacity to 
support future tracks. Otherwise, NJ Transit will be unable to use the area, as 
planned, for its future growth. (Ernst 33) 

Response: As described in response to Comment 151, the TBM launch site has been re
located since publication of the DEIS, so as to avoid adverse impacts to Am
trak's property. The new launch site is 150 feet north of Amtrak's property, 
within Yard A. Consequently, the East Side Access Project would not require 
demolition of these Amtrak buildings. The FEIS reflects this change. 

Comment 153: Reversing the operations ofLines 1 and 2 during Stage 3 construction and the 
use of unidirectional equipment will cause serious operational difficulties and 
congestion in the yard and result in delays to Northeast Corridor train service. 
Congestion will result because eastward trains would operate Line 2 to 
Sunnyside to the Sub tracks, but these tracks are not long enough to hold mul
tiple trains, so throughput to the yard will be affected, especially during the 
AM peak period. In addition, reversing the operations of Lines 1 and 2 will 
also impede train servicing and car washing for NJ Transit. Trains currently 
circulate via the loop track, where they are washed; the car wash on Loops 1 
and 2 currently operates only in the eastward direction. If Lines 1 and 2 
are reversed, the resulting impacts can only be avoided by reorienting Sunny
side Yard body track walkways, adding a 480V standby system, adding unidi
rectional capacity to the Sunnyside Yard car wash, and adding yard/relay 
crews for the increased train movements required. (Ernst 15) 

Response: The reversing of operations referred to in the comment would occur only dur
ing Harold Interlocking Construction Stage 3, which is scheduled to last for 
12 months. East Side Access would upgrade the switch at Sub 4 to 30 mph, 
which would mitigate potential delays into Sunnyside Yard during the AM 
peak period. The comment is correct in stating that PM peak period trains 
from Sunnyside Yard to Penn Station would operate via the loop tracks. East 
Side Access would modify or upgrade the existing car wash to support this 
operation. Additional functional requirements within Sunnyside Yard to sup
port the reversing of operations will be studied during East Side Access 
design. 
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Comment 154: The methods in the DEIS discussed for controlling vibration are insufficient 
for protecting structures at Sunnyside Yard, many of which are over 90 years 
old and fragile. Without additional protection and monitoring, impacts from 
blasting and other activities is likely. In particular, buildings near the TBM 
launch site are in fragile condition. Other concerns are the underground utility 
tunnel perpendicular to the track structures, the tracks themselves, and, if not 
yet reconstructed, the Honeywell Street bridge. Amtrak notes that the blasting 
specifications for acceptable vibration levels are less restrictive than those 
used by Amtrak for work on or adjacent to Amtrak's property. For these rea
sons, we believe that the special mitigation measures to be used for historic 
resources and discussed in the DEIS at pp. 17-53 to 17-54 should be used for 
all structures affected by vibration from construction at the yard, and that 
Amtrak specifications for blasting should control. (Ernst 16) 

Response: The FEIS is revised to indicate that the project would follow Amtrak speci
fications for blasting in or near the yard. Vibration levels would be monitored 
by the contractor at the foundation of nearby structures during all blasting ac
tivities. Measures to minimize vibration levels to adhere to applicable stan
dards and Amtrak specifications would be implemented as necessary. 

Comment 155: The roadway from 42nd Place to the new S&l Building appears to be cut off 
by the "open cut" operations on the north side of the yard. This would impede 
access to the building, which would affect the high speed program and, during 
New York City Department ofTransportation (NYCDOT) construction of the 
Honeywell Street bridge, could mean no vehicular access to that part of the 
yard. The roadway from 42nd Place is the new accessway to the S&I 
Building, once it is in place, and is also the alternative for yard access during 
work on the Honeywell Street bridge. (Ernst 18) 

Response: The FEIS is revised to indicate that East Side Access would maintain access 
at all times to this part of Sunnyside Yard. As described below in response to 
Comment 157, East Side Access construction work in Sunnyside and 
NYCDOT bridge reconstruction work would not occur concurrently, since 
NYCDOT anticipates completing the reconstruction work before East Side 
Access construction is scheduled to begin. 

Comment 156: The use of a large area on the south side of Sunnyside Yard for a staging area 
would dislocate Amtrak's current Maintenance of Way base, where all track 
supplies and materials are stored for New York area track infrastructure. The 
DEIS provides insufficient information on construction staging locations to 
determine impacts to operations at Sunnyside Yard. Amtrak is concerned that 
such areas not impede access via the south side of the yard, which may be
come the primary access to the yard once excavation at Northern Boulevard 
begins. Staging areas in the yard have already been committed to the 
NYCDOT for its bridge reconstruction project, making space very tight. 
Moreover, the DEIS should clarifY that any plan involving the use of Amtrak 
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property is subject to Amtrak review and the project sponsors reaching an 
agreement with Amtrak. (Ernst 19) 

Response: The FEIS expands on the discussion of constructing staging areas and clari
fies that any plan involving the use of Amtrak property is subject to Amtrak 
review (see Chapter 17). As described in response to Comments 155 and 157, 
East Side Access construction work in Sunnyside and NYCDOT bridge re
construction work would not occur concurrently, since NYCDOT anticipates 
completing the reconstruction work before East Side Access construction is 
scheduled to begin. Please note that the East Side Access team has met with 
Amtrak regularly during the EIS process to present supporting information 
that is specifically of interest to Amtrak, and the team will continue to meet 
and coordinate with Amtrak throughout the project design process regarding 
this and other issues. 

Comment 157: Although the need for coordination with NYCDOT is mentioned, the project 
construction staging plans and schedule do not appear to fully appreciate the 
effects of the NYCDOT bridge project for reconstruction of the Honeywell 
Street and Queens Boulevard bridges traversing the yard. The bridge project 
is a fully funded and scheduled project which Amtrak is committed to support 
with manpower and scheduling of yard activities; Amtrak does not have the 
staff to be able to support the East Side Access Project at the same time. 
(Ernst 20) 

Response: The East Side Access team has met with representatives ofNYCDOT to dis
cuss the planned reconstruction of the Honeywell Street and Queens Boule
vard bridges. At a meeting on May 25, 2000, NYCDOT indicated that the 
work at both bridges is scheduled to be completed by November 2002. As 
shown in the construction schedule provided in the DEIS in Figure 17-1, this 
work should not interfere in any way with the East Side Access construction 
work in Queens. Further, the DEIS notes (see page 17-42) that construction 
activities would be coordinated with NYCDOT's programs for rehabilitating 
these bridges. 

Comment 158: Information is needed on how and where the tunnel drilling machinery will 
vent to the surface, and what constituents will be released into the air as a re
sult ofTBM operations. (Ernst 21) 

Response: As described in the DEIS (see page 17-43, in the discussion of air quality 
during construction), the tunnel drilling machinery in Manhattan would be 
vented to the staging area at Northern Boulevard in Queens. The FEIS has 
been expanded to describe the ventilation required for the tunneling work be
low Sunnyside Yard as well. Specifically, temporary ventilation of the 
Queens tunnel work would be provided from Yard A at the TBM launch site, 
150 feet east of Amtrak's property at Sunnyside Yard. At this location, fresh 
air would be pumped into the tunnels, which would cause air within the tun
nels to be released at Yard A. The air coming from the tunnels would contain 
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the same constituents as the ambient air at Yard A. (Please note that the TBM 
would be powered by electricity supplied by Con Edison, so no exhaust from 
drilling machinery would be emitted.) 

Comment 159: No analysis has been made of the traffic impacts-trains, trucks, or otherwise 
-within, around, and to Sunnyside Yard due to construction delivery and soil 
and debris removal activities associated with this major construction project. 
(Ernst 22) 

Response: The DEIS includes an analysis of the train traffic impacts that could occur 
during construction in Sunnyside Yard on page 17-35. This text is revised in 
the FEIS to indicate that construction of the East Side Access Project would 
require approximately two 20-car freight trains per day that would pass 
through Yard A and use the Montauk Branch during off-peak hours. These 
trains would not travel through Amtrak's property at Sunnyside Yard. 

The DEIS also includes an analysis of vehicular traffic impacts outside of 
Sunnyside Yard during construction (see page 17-41). Because ofthe con
cerns about air quality in the Queens Plaza area, much of the detailed con
struction traffic analysis performed for the DEIS was presented in detail in 
the discussion of air quality during construction (starting on page 17 -45); this 
material has also been added to the discussion of traffic in the FEIS. The ex
panded discussion in the FEIS (see Chapter 17) also includes a description of 
the vehicular traffic expected within the Sunnyside rail complex during 
construction. Since the publication of the DEIS, construction impacts to 
Amtrak's storage tracks and facilities within Sunnyside Yard have been re
duced as a result of design refinements to the project. These refinements shift 
the location of the launch shaft for the Queens TBM to be entirely within 
Yard A and outside of Sunnyside Yard. Work, staging, and laydown areas 
within Yard A would be accessed by vehicles via local streets, and not 
through Sunnyside Yard. Furthermore, the final Maintenance and Protection 
of Traffic Plan will be submitted to Amtrak for review. 

Comment 160: As noted in the DEIS, residential uses exist approximately 70 feet from the 
proposed construction ofHarold Interlocking. Amtrak urges the MTA/LIRR 
to commit to installing a noise barrier alongside the construction alignment 
during the period of intrusive, noise-intensive activity, such as pile driving. 
(Ernst 23) 

Response: The DEIS includes an analysis of noise impacts during construction in Chap
ter 17 (see page 17 -49). The method of installing piles would be determined 
as design progresses, and, if possible, piles would be installed using methods 
other than pile-driving, to minimize noise impacts to the adjacent community. 
The appropriateness and feasibility of installing temporary construction noise 
barriers would be determined at that time. 
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Comment 161: In addition to the utilities discussed at page 13-3 in the DEIS, a new water 
line will be installed as part of the NYC DOT Honeywell Street and Queens 
Boulevard bridge replacement project. This new line will need to be main
tained and protected during construction. Also, a temporary water line should 
be installed prior to any demolition of the existing line. (Ernst 25) 

Response: As discussed in the EIS in Chapter 13, "Utilities," and summarized in Chapter 
17, a detailed study of utility replacement will be conducted as design from 
the project proceeds. All existing utilities within the construction area would 
be protected and maintained while new connections are made, and utilities 
that are to remain in place would be protected and maintained during 
construction. 

Comment 162: Since loss of the 42-inch sewer line at the south side of the yard will cause the 
shutdown of Amtrak's vacuum sewer system for train maintenance (waste 
disposal), the new sewer line must be installed prior to tunneling operations 
in the yard. This is not indicated on the construction scheduling for the proj
ect in the DEIS. (Ernst 26) 

Response: As described in Chapter 13 of the DEIS, all utilities that are to be replaced 
would be protected and maintained until new connections are made. The con
struction schedule in the DEIS (provided in Figure 1 7-1) is not intended to 
provide a detailed layout of all elements of construction; rather, it gives an 
overview of the main elements of construction. More detailed information 
pertinent to Amtrak will be provided to Amtrak for review when it is 
available. 

Comment 163: There are already a significant number of Con Ed power outages in Sunnyside 
Yard, and any additional loss, which often accompanies major construction 
projects involving line relocation, would provide unacceptable shutdown in 
operations at the yard, affecting train movements in and out of Penn Station 
and Northeast Corridor service. It is not clear if any of the six additional sub
stations planned by East Side Access will provide dedicated back-up elec
trical services for Sunnyside Yard. In addition, there are a number of existing 
Amtrak substations potentially impacted by the project. These include Station 
No. 44 (not shown on any DEIS drawings), which is within the Harold Inter
locking area, and the static frequency converter substation, close to the loop 
track. (Ernst 27) 

Response: 

Additional information is needed on the location of the fourth loop track to 
assess if there will be impacts to Amtrak's frequency converter. Current plans 
do not locate Amtrak's new frequency converter in relation to the fourth loop 
track. (Ernst 29) 

The six substations planned by East Side Access would not provide back-up 
electrical services for Amtrak's operations at Sunnyside Yard. The East Side 
Access team is in discussions with Con Edison to ensure that power to the 
yard is not disrupted as a result of project construction. The project's 
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construction plan would minimize impacts to Amtrak's facilities, including 
substations and the static frequency converter substation. 

Comment 164: A utility relocation plan for water, electrical, and sewer service should be pro
vided to Amtrak for review. Without such a plan, it is not possible to deter
mine at this time whether there will be any additional utility impacts from the 
project. (Ernst 28) 

Response: As noted earlier, a detailed utility relocation plan will be submitted to Amtrak 
for review as project design advances. All existing utilities within the con
struction area would be protected and maintained while new connections are 
made, and utilities that are to remain in place would be protected and main
tained during construction. 

Comment 165: Without the proposed location of the new General Motors access bridge, traf
fic impacts from the bridge cannot be determined. (Ernst 31) 

Response: The FEIS is revised to indicate that the relocated GM access bridge would be 
adjacent to the existing bridge, and traffic patterns would not change as a 
result of this relocation (see Chapter 17). 

SAFETY AND SECURITY 

Comment 166: The project would have to be constructed in accordance with NFPA 130 fire 
safety codes, which would allay fears as to the safety of a station deep under
ground. (Olmstead 4) 

Response: This statement is correct. As discussed on page 20-5 of the DEIS, all public 
areas in both Option 1 and Option 2 of the Preferred Alternative would be de
signed to comply with applicable NFP A 130 fire safety codes. 

Comment 167: Constructing a terminal12 stories below ground, as is the case for Option 2 
of the Preferred Alternative, presents a dangerous fire safety and evacuation 
problem that has not been adequately addressed. (Adler 1, Schumacher 2) 

Response: Planning for this project has taken into account the possibility of a fire condi
tion in the new terminal or the new tunnels, and a System Safety and Reliabil
ity Assurance Program has been developed to help ensure that the design and 
operation of these facilities incorporate a reasonable degree of fire safety. The 
program includes provision of a safety management organization, identifica
tion and assessment of fire hazards, development of fire safety policies and 
design criteria, and a safety certification program to verify inclusion of fire 
safety features in the design, testing and operation of the project. 

The project's design will meet the applicable standards of the National Fire 
Protection Association (NFPA), which are the federal design standards for 
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transportation projects. Among these is NFPA 130 which is specifically in
tended to provide fire safety in underground passenger rail systems. NFP A 
130 addresses the issue of safe evacuation through a combination of emergen
cy exits, smoke ventilation, effective and prompt action by emergency forces, 
and prompt detection and suppression of fires. Fire safety provisions for this 
project would be typical of those for new underground passenger rail systems 
throughout the United States. 

Comment 168: The platform conditions at the 42nd Street/GCT subway station as a result of 
the East Side Access Project will cause a dangerous condition for subway 
riders. The overcrowding caused by the additional East Side Access passen
gers would also threaten the health and safety of passengers as more people 
cram into cars not made to accommodate those numbers. (Maloney 4, 
Shulman 2, Duane 2) 

Response: The DEIS analyzes the East Side Access Project's effects on the different ele
ments of the 42nd Street subway station at GCT in Chapter 9, section C. This 
analysis includes an evaluation of the effects on such station elements as 
stairs and platforms, as well as line-haul capacity. As shown in the DEIS (see 
page 9C-50), with the introduction of East Side Access passengers to the plat
forms at the subway station, the platforms would operate within NYCT's 
guidelines at all but one location. At that location, the platforms would oper
ate at Level of Service C/D,just exceeding the NYCT guidelines. This would 
not threaten the health and safety of passengers. In terms of line-haul capa
city, the Lexington Avenue subway trains would already be operating at ca
pacity, and the introduction of new passengers would increase the amount of 
time passengers wait on the platform. 

Comment 169: The Fire Department has reviewed the DEIS and will have no problem sup
porting the project with the manpower and equipment currently available to 
us. (Nigro 1) 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment 170: Because of the size and nature of this project, it is imperative that this Fire 
Department be kept aware of proposed construction details so that we may 
comment on their impact on our operations. We are particularly interested in 
maintaining emergency vehicle and manpower access to all construction sites, 
tunnels and emergency exits. In addition, fire hydrants must be available in 
proximity to work sites and tunnel entrances. Before and during construction, 
we would require access to tunnels and work sites in order to conduct famil
iarization drills for local fire units. (Nigro 2) 

Response: The project team would keep the Fire Department aware of construction de
tails and would work with the department to ensure that fire hydrants are 
available in proximity to work sites and tunnel entrances. Prior to and during 
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construction, the project team would provide the Fire Department with access 
to tunnels and work sites to conduct any and all necessary familiarization 
drills for local fire units. 

PROCESS AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Comment 171: Notice of this meeting was not published to the New York City public. There 
was no ad in the New York Times and no ads in the subway station or subway 
cars. (Pearlstein 1) 

Response: Notice of the availability of the DEIS and the date of the public hearing was 
published in the Federal Register on May 26, 2000. The DEIS was circulated 
to involved and interested agencies and other interested parties, including 
elected officials and New York City community boards for areas affected by 
the project. In New York City, copies of the DEIS were provided to the City 
Council, the Departments of City Planning, Environmental Protection, Parks 
and Recreation, and Transportation, the Economic Development Corporation, 
Fire Department, and Landmarks Preservation Commission; as well as the 
Mayor, Comptroller, Public Advocate, and all five borough presidents. 
Copies were made available at numerous viewing locations in New York 
City, including the borough presidents' offices, numerous community board 
offices, and various public libraries throughout the city. Copies of the Execu
tive Summary were also distributed to a wide range of interested parties, in
cluding those on the Citizens' Advisory Committee and others. These in
cluded Brooklyn Community Boards 2, 3, 5, 8, and 12; Manhattan Commu
nity Boards 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9; Queens Community Boards 1 through 14; as well 
as the Straphangers' Campaign and other public interest groups. In addition, 
postcards indicating that the DEIS was available and that the public hearing 
would be held were circulated to some 5,000 businesses and households 
along or within the vicinity of the proposed tunnels in Manhattan. To ad
vertise the public hearing, MT A published notices of newspapers of general 
circulation as well as community and minority newspapers throughout the 
area. These included Newsday, The Journal News, Connecticut Post, Yankee 
Trader, The Queens Chronicle, The Amsterdam News, and El Diario-La 
Prensa. MTA also posted advertisements for the hearing in every MT A com
muter railroad station and performed seat drops with notice of the hearing on 
both LIRR and Metro-North commuter trains. 

Comment 172: On the title sheet should Bronx County be Brooklyn instead? (Chiang 1) 

Response: The title sheet is correct. The title sheet lists the counties directly affected by 
the project, which are New York, Queens, Bronx, Nassau, and Suffolk Coun
ties. Bronx County is the location of Highbridge Yard, where a new storage 
facility for Metro-North Railroad would be constructed as part of the project. 
The project would not involve any construction in Brooklyn. 
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Comment 173: Table of Contents, on page xtx add a line "Appendices" after Index. 
(Chiang 2) 

Response: This revision has been made in the FEIS. 

Comment 174: The Department of State requests that MTA forward copies of the DEIS to 
the New York City Department of City Planning, Local Waterfront Revitali
zation Program, Waterfront and Open Space Division. The New York City 
Waterfront Revitalization Program is then requested to provide us with com
ments on the project, and we will inform MT A and FT A of our decision re
garding consistency with the New York State Coastal Management Program. 
(Buerle 1) 

Response: Copies of the DEIS were forwarded to the New York City Department of City 
Planning, Local Waterfront Revitalization Program, Waterfront and Open 
Space Division at the same time that copies were distributed to other involved 
and interested agencies and parties. 

Comment 175: We look forward to having the MTA engage us in discussions on this andre
lated projects. (Zupan 7) 

Response: Comment noted. East Side Access has conducted an extensive outreach pro
gram, which would continue through project construction. As detailed in 
Chapter 23, "Process and Public Participation," of the EIS, this outreach pro
gram includes use of a Technical Advisory Committee (T A C) and Citizens' 
Advisory Committee (CAC). The Regional Plan Association is a member of 
the CAC. 

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Comment 176: The funding for this project depends on its ability to go forward, those who 
seek to frustrate that process do so at the risk of losing financial support for 
this project. (Silverman 3) 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment 177: The MTA has successfully passed the federal hurdle and the project now has 
a "recommended" status, making it eligible for New Starts money. The MT A 
is asking for approximately $2.1 billion from federal sources (half the proj
ect's total required funding). (Schreibman 4) 

The State of New York stands squarely behind this and a number of other 
MT A expansion projects. The State Legislature and the Governor recently ap
proved the MTA's 2000-2004, five-year Capital Program, funding the local 
portion of the East Side Access Project and other transit needs throughout the 
MT A system. Over the past three years, the project has received some $46 
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million in federal "New Start" earmarks. This year's $10 million appropria
tion secured in the House will help move the project forward toward initial 
construction late this fall. (Skelos 3) 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment 178: More needs to be done at the federal level to support this project: the EIS 
should be finalized and granted a Full Funding Grant Agreement; the ad
ministration should provide more than a token amount of funding for the proj
ect in its FFY 2002 budget proposal; the project will require many multiples 
of the $10 million the Administration recommended for it this past year. 
(Skelos 4) 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment 179: The project is a vital component of the MTA's latest Capital Program. 
(Angelakos 3) 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment 180: There is no solid indication of where the $4.3 billion will come from to con
struct the Preferred Alternative. (Schumacher 3, Pearlstein 2) 

Response: Chapter 22 of the DEIS, "Financial Considerations," provides a thorough des
cription of the funding sources for the Preferred Alternative. In particular, see 
section D of that chapter, "Funding the Preferred Alternative." 

Comment 181: Since we are eager to see the project completed, we are also concerned about 
its long-term funding. The DEIS assumes that 50 percent of the funding 
would be from the federal government, but so far this money has not been ap
propriated. Funding for the project should be nailed down in advance to the 
extent politically possible so as to ensure project completion. (Schank 5, 
Angelakos 1) 

Response: The Federal portion of funding for New Starts projects is usually appropriated 
over the years it takes to design and build a project, and the great bulk of the 
funding usually comes after all potential environmental impacts of the project 
are disclosed in an FEIS, and the FTA issues a Record of Decision. 

Comment 182: Economic feasibility ofthe Preferred Alternative is open to debate and sub
ject to political process and future economic conditions which cannot be 
determined. (Epstein 1 0) 

Response: As noted in the DEIS (see Chapter 23, "Process and Public Participation"), 
the role of the DEIS is to provide a complete disclosure of the potential for 
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impacts on environmental conditions and to provide an opportunity for public 
involvement and review of the conclusions in light of relevant social and eco
nomic factors. Financial considerations relevant to the Preferred Alternative 
are described thoroughly in Chapter 22, "Financial Analysis"). MTA has allo
cated $1.5 billion to the East Side Access Project in its current Capital Pro
gram and theFT A has given the project a "recommended" rating in its assess
ment of projects for purposes of receiving federal New Starts funding. 

Comment 183: We are unsure of the MTA's commitment to a full-length Second Avenue 
subway, considering that East Side Access is to be completed in 2009 while 
there is no planned completion date for the subway, and that the MTA's capi
tal program includes nearly half of the $3.56 billion in basic construction cost 
for East Side Access, but only $1.1 billion for a full-length Second Avenue 
subway, which is less than 7 percent of its total cost. (Russianoff 5, Zupan 1) 

Response: 

The MT A Capital Program, which devotes significantly more money to the 
construction of East Side Access than to the construction of the Second Ave
nue subway, disproportionately benefits suburban residents to the detriment 
of city residents. (Pearlstein 3, Gualtieri 1) 

The MTA's recently approved 2000-2004 Capital Program includes a total of 
$1.5 billion for the East Side Access Project and $1.05 billion for the Second 
Avenue subway. The funding for the Second Avenue subway will provide for 
environmental studies, design, and the initiation of construction by the end of 
2004 for a subway to extend the entire length of Manhattan's East Side. No 
specific completion date for the Second A venue subway is yet available, be
cause the project is not yet as advanced in its planning and design. As noted 
above in response to Comment 10, the East Side Access Project would pro
vide benefits to the entire region, not just to suburban commuters. 

OTHER COMMENTS 

Comment 184: We are concerned that the DEIS did not contain a cumulative impacts analy
sis for any of the alternatives. While the DEIS contained a section called 
"Secondary Impacts" this section did not provide a cumulative analysis listing 
projects and particular resources for analysis in the context of cumulative 
impacts. In accordance with NEP A and the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) implementing regulations, every DEIS must discuss the cumulative 
impacts of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions on the re
sources of the human and natural environment. The FEIS must have a cumu
lative impact analysis as outlined in the CEQ guidance. (Hargrove 4) 

Response: Following CEQ guidelines, an analysis of cumulative impacts considers re
sources, ecosystems, and human communities that could be potentially affec
ted by the action and whether those could also be affected cumulatively by 
the action in combination with other reasonably foreseeable actions. To this 
end, the East Side Access DEIS considers as the future baseline condition the 
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combination of existing conditions together with known development plans, 
public policies, projected population and employment growth, and other gen
eral background growth. The TSM and Preferred Alternatives are then com-

pared with this future baseline condition. Specifically, the consideration of 
project impacts in Chapters 3 through 18 of the DEIS include regional traffic 
and transportation plans and a number of major proposed future land use 
projects, as well as projected growth in population and employment through
out the region. Using this future baseline condition, the DEIS considers the 
cumulative effects of the East Side Access Project and other proposals on 
each of the specific resources that could be affected by the project. A sum
mary of the cumulative effects of East Side Access together with other rea
sonably foreseeable future projects has been added to Chapter 19 in the FEIS. 

Comment 185: The City of New York Department of Health has no comments on the DEIS. 
(Goldberg 1) 

Response: Comment noted. 
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Construction Impacts 17-26, 17-30, 17-45, 

17-52 
Contaminated Materials 14-2, 14-12, 14-22 
Economic Conditions 5-16, 5-19, 5-25 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 3-22, 

3-36,3-42 
Natural Resources 15-13, 15-21, 15-27, 

15-33 
Noise Impacts 11-9 
Preferred Alternative 2-23 
Safety Measures 20-3 
Social Conditions 4-12,4-26,4-30 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-12, 

6-18,6-25 
Metro-North Railroad 

Grand Central North 1-22 
Impacts During Construction 17-33 
Operations in GCT 1-3, 9C-5 
Penn Station Access 1-21 
Preferred Alternative, effects on 9C-37 
Projects 1-22 
Relocation of Trains to Highbridge 

Yard 2-23,17-2 
New York & Atlantic Railway (NYAR) (see also 

Blissville Yard, Fresh Pond Yard, Maspeth 
Yard, Replacement Yards) 
Contaminated Materials 14-24 
Operations at Yard A 1-5 
Relocation 2-24 

Newcomers High School 
Construction Impacts 17-26, 17-51 

NJ Transit 
Impacts During Construction 17-36 
Midtown Direct Service 1-24 
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Operations in Penn Station 1-3 
Operations in Queens 2-19, 9B-2, 9C-6 
Preferred Alternative, effects on 9B-9, 9C-6, 

9C-37 
Secaucus Transfer 1-25 

No Action Alternative 
Air Quality 10-13 
Archaeological Resources 8-18 
Construction Activity 17-1 
Contaminated Materials 14-20 
Description 2-1 
Economic Conditions 5-20 
Energy Consumption 12-1 
Environmental Justice 18-3 
Historic Resources 7-19 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 3-38 
LIRR Operations 2-2 
Natural Resources 15-19, 15-31 
Noise Impacts 11-18 
Parking (LIRR Stations) 9E-16 
Social Conditions 4-27 
Transportation Impacts 9C-20, 9D-4, 9E-12 
Utilities 13-1 
Vibration Impacts 11-32 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-19 

Penn Station 
Farley Post Office Conversion 1-25 
History of 3-4 
LIRR Terminal 1-4, 9B-l 
MNR Penn Station Access 1-21 
No Action Service at 2-2 
Preferred Alternative 9A-2, 9B-6 
Subways 9B-6 

Pilgrim Hospital Site (see also Long Island 
Storage Yards) 
Air Quality 10-17 
Archaeological Resources 8-17, 8-20 
Construction Activity 17-20 
Construction Impacts 17-26,17-31,17-45, 

17-52 
Contaminated Materials 14-2, 14-18, 14-19, 

14-24 
Economic Conditions 5-19, 5-25 
Historic Resources 7-17-19, 7-26 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 3-29, 

3-37, 3-45 
Natural Resources 15-17,15-25,15-30, 

15-34, 15-35 
Noise Impacts 11-10 
Preferred Alternative 2-26 
Safety Measures 20-3 
Social Conditions 4-19,4-26,4-32 
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Utilities 13-4 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-17, 

6-20, 6-28 
Population Forecasts 

Manhattan 4-5, 4-24 
Long Island 4-9 
Long Island City/Sunnyside 4-7, 4-26 
Long Island Storage Yards 4-17 
Long Island Transportation Corridor 4-20 
Replacement Yards 4-11, 4-26 

Preferred Alternative 
Air Quality 10-14, 10-18 
Archaeological Resources 8-5, 8-18, 8-20 
At Grade Crossing Safety 20-5 
Construction Activity 17-2 
Construction Impacts 17-20 
Contaminated Materials 14-1, 14-20 
Costs 2-30,22-16 
Displacement 5-25 
Economic Conditions 5-22 
Energy Consumption 12-2 
Environmental Justice 18-1 
Extension ofNYCT Lines at Sunnyside 

Yard 2-20 
Funding 22-14 
Grand Central Terminal 2-11 
Harold Interlocking Improvements 2-21 
Historic Resources 7-19 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 3-39 
LIRR Operations 2-25 
Maintenance and Storage Requirements 2-26 
Manhattan Track Alignment 2-16 
Midday Train Storage Facilities at Yard A 

2-19 
Natural Resources 15-20, 15-33 
Noise Impacts 11-20 
Operations 9B-5 
Option 1 2-13,2-16 
Option 2 2-14,2-17 
Overview 2-9 
Parking (LIRR Stations) 9E-29 
Purpose and Need 1-1 
Queens Track Alignment 2-18 
Replacement Yards (see also Blissville Yard, 

Fresh Pond Yard, Highbridge Yard, 
Maspeth Yard) 2-23,2-25 

Rolling Stock 2-26 
Safety Measures 20-2 
63rd Street Tunnel 2-17 
Social Conditions 4-29 
Substations 2-21 



Sunnyside Station 2-20 
Transportation Impacts 9B-3, 9C-32, 9D-5, 

9E-22 
Utilities 13-2 
Ventilation Facilities 2-22 
Vibration Impacts 11-32 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-8, 

6-21 
Yard A 2-19 

Project Background 
Major Investment Study (MIS) 2-1 
Screening of Prior Alternatives 2-30 

Queens 
Archaeological Resources 8-5, 8-11, 8-19, 

8-21 
Coastal Zone Management 16-1 
Construction Activity 17-10, 17-11, 17-16 
Construction Impacts 17-23, 17-26, 17-30, 

17-36, 17-43, 17-46, 17-50, 17-59 
Contaminated Materials 14-2, 14-21 
Displacement 5-29 
Historic Resources 7-9,7-15,7-24,7-26 
Natural Resources 15-12, 15-20, 15-26, 

15-32 
Noise Impacts 11-5, 11-14, 11-20 
Parking (LIRR Stations) 9E-16, 9E-17, 

9E-29 
Property Acquisition and Displacement 
5-29 
Queens Track Alignment 2-18 
Safety Measures 20-2 
Transportation Impacts 9A-6, 9D-5 
Utilities 13-3 
Vibration Impacts 11-34 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-5, 

6-8, 6-18, 6-20, 6-23 
Relocation 

Manhattan 5-25 
Queens 5-29 

Replacement Yards (see Blissville Yard, Fresh 
Pond Yard, High bridge Yard, Maspeth Yard) 

Ridership Forecasts 9B-2 
Riverhead Site (see also Long Island Storage 

Yards) 
Air Quality 10-17 
Archaeological Resources 8-17, 8-20 
Coastal Zone Management 16-2 
Construction Activity 17-20 
Construction Impacts 17-26, 17-31, 17-45, 

17-52 
Contaminated Materials 14-2, 14-18, 14-19, 

14-24 
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Index 

Economic Conditions 5-16, 5-25 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 3-30, 

3-37,3-45 
Natural Resources 15-18, 15-25, 15-31, 

15-34, 15-35 
Noise Impacts 11-10 
Preferred Alternative 2-26 
Property Acquisition and Displacement 

5-38 
Safety Measures 20-3 
Social Conditions 4-19,4-26,4-33 
Utilities 13-4 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-17, 

6-19,6-28 
Rolling Stock 2-26 
Ronkonkoma Site (see also Long Island Storage 

Yards) 
Air Quality 10-17 
Archaeological Resources 8-17, 8-20 
Construction Activity 17-20 
Construction Impacts 17-26, 17-31, 17-45, 

17-52 
Contaminated Materials 14-2, 14-18, 14-23 
Economic Conditions 5-16, 5-25 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 3-28, 

3-44 
Natural Resources 15-17, 15-24, 15-30, 

15-34, 15-35 
Noise Impacts 11-10 
Preferred Alternative 2-26 
Safety Measures 20-3 
Social Conditions 4-18, 4-26, 4-32 
Utilities 13-4 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-16, 

6-19,6-27 
Roosevelt Island 3-41 

Archaeological Resources 8-6, 8-14, 8-20 
Construction Activity 17-10 
Construction Impacts 17-23, 17-30, 17-43 
Contaminated Materials 14-15, 14-23 

Secondary Impacts 19-2 
63rd Street Tunnel 

Construction Activity 17-8 
Construction Impacts 17-38 
Preferred Alternative 2-17 
Safety Measures 20-2 

Subways 
Existing Network 1-6, 9B-1, 9C-9 
Extension at Sunnyside Yard 2-20 
Ridership/Capacity 1-10, 9B-6 
Second Avenue Subway/MESA 1-20, 9A-5, 

9C-50, 19-11 
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Impacts During Construction 17-37 
Lexington A venue Line 

Preferred Alternative, effects on 9A-5, 
9C-45 

Existing Conditions 9C-9 
No Action Condition 9C-23 

NYCT Projects 1-23 
Other Subway Lines 

Preferred Alternative, effects on 9A-6, 
9B-6, 9C-52, 9D-3 

Sunnyside Station 
Construction Activity 7-26, 17-16, 17-26, 

17-44 
Description 2-20 
Energy Consumption 12-3 
Safety Measures 20-4 
Transportation Impacts 9D-l 

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) 
Alternative 
Air Quality 10-13 
Archaeological Resources 8-4, 8-18 
Construction Activity 17-1 
Contaminated Materials 14-20 
Costs 2-8 
Description 2-5 
Economic Conditions 5-21 
Energy Consumption 12-1 
Environmental Justice 18-3 
Historic Resources 7-19 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 3-39 
Natural Resources 15-19, 15-32 
Noise Impacts 11-20 
Operations 9B-5 
Parking (LIRR Stations) 9E-17 
Social Conditions 4-28 
Transportation Impacts 9C-31, 9D-4, 9E-17 
Utilities 13-1 
Vibration Impacts 11-32 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-6, 

6-20 
Yaphank East Site (see also Long Island Storage 

Yards) 
Air Quality 10-17 
Archaeological Resources 8-17, 8-20 
Coastal Zone Management 16-4 
Construction Activity 17-20 
Construction Impacts 17-26,17-31,17-45, 

17-52 
Contaminated Materials 14-2, 14-17, 14-23 
Economic Conditions 5-16, 5-25 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 3-27, 

3-37, 3-44, 3-46 
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Natural Resources 15-15, 15-24, 15-29, 
15-33 

Noise Impacts 11-10 
Preferred Alternative 2-26 
Property Acquisition and Displacement 

5-38 
Safety Measures 20-3 
Social Conditions 4-17, 4-26, 4-32, 4-33 
Utilities 13-4 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-16, 

6-19, 6-27, 6-28 
Yaphank West Site (see also Long Island Storage 

Yards) 
Air Quality 10-17 
Archaeological Resources 8-17, 8-20 
Construction Activity 17-20 
Construction Impacts 17-26,17-31,17-45, 

17-52 
Contaminated Materials 14-2, 14-23 
Economic Conditions 5-16, 5-25 
Historic Resources 7-17, 7-25 
Land Use, Zoning, and Public Policy 3-28, 

3-37, 3-44, 3-46 
Natural Resources 15-17,15-24,15-30, 

15-34, 17-35 
Noise Impacts 11-10 
Preferred Alternative 2-26 
Property Acquisition and Displacement 

5-38 
Safety Measures 20-3 
Social Conditions 4-18,4-26,4-32 
Utilities 13-4 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-16, 

6-19,6-27 
Yard A/Sunnyside Yard 

Archaeological Resources 8-5, 8-19, 8-21 
Construction Activity 17-11, 17-14, 17-18 
Construction Impacts 17-23, 17-26, 17-30, 

17-43,17-50,17-59 
Contaminated Materials 14-2, 14-7, 14-9, 

14-19, 14-21 
Existing Conditions 2-18 
Historic Resources 7-9,7-15,7-24,7-26 
Natural Resources 15-12, 15-20, 15-26, 

15-32 
Property Acquisition and Displacement 

5-29 
Safety Measures 20-3 
Utilities 13-3 
Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 6-5, 

6-8, 6-18, 6-20, 6-23 ·:· 
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